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A STYLISTIC ANALYSIS OF FIGURATIVE LANGUAGE 
IN VLADIMIR PUTIN’S 2007 MUNICH SPEECH 
 
By: 
 Riusly Pratomo 
11211144034 
 
ABSTRACT 
This research is aimed at identifying the types and functions of 
figurative language in Vladimir Putin’s 2007 Munich Speech. This research 
is also aimed at revealing the responses of the audience in relation to the use 
of figurative language in the speech. Stylistics is applied in analyzing the 
figurative language since the researcher investigates the language and style. 
This research applied descriptive qualitative method. The data of the 
research were taken from the Russian Government official website. The 
form of the data were utterances spoken by Vladimir Putin and the context 
of the data was the monologue of Vladimir Putin in his 2007 Munich 
Speech. Even though the  original speech and script were in Russian, the 
translated version of the script was taken from the Russian Government 
official website which was considered as  reliable. The data were collected 
by reading the script of the speech, identifying the utterances where 
figurative language was used and categorizing the data into a data sheet. The 
researcher acted as the primary instrument of the research while the script of 
the speech, video of the speech and data sheet were used as the secondary 
instruments of the research. The data were collected and categorized based 
on theories that were used and then the researcher drew the conclusions. 
Triangulation was applied to establish the trustworthiness of the data. 
The results of the research are: (1) there are only seven out of twelve 
types of figurative language found based on Perrine’s theory, i.e. metaphor, 
simile, personification, synecdoche, paradox, irony and hyperbole; (2) among 
four functions of figurative language proposed by Perrine, only three are 
found in the speech. Bringing additional imagery is carried by metaphor, 
increasing emotional intensity is carried by metaphor and hyperbole and 
saying much in brief compass is carried by all the seven figures of speech 
found in the speech; and (3) there are two types of responses toward the 
speech, the negative which sees it as a criticism to counter U.S. dominancy 
towards the globe and the positive one which sees it as an invitation to 
discussion. 
 
Keywords: figurative language, types, functions, Vladimir Putin, 2007 
Munich Speech 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
A. The Background of the Study 
Through the ages, humans have developed several media of 
communication to deliver what they want and what they need. Among all media 
of communication, language is the one that is considered as human main means of 
communication due to its effectiveness and practicality. In the simplest way, 
language is a set signs that allow humans to exchange information among them. 
Generally, in terms of form, language is divided into two: spoken form and 
written form. Due to its flexibility, spoken language is used by most people in 
their daily life or mostly in informal circumstances. Yet, the flexibility possessed 
by the spoken form may cause ambiguity in the delivery of information. In 
addition, the meaning of spoken language is highly dependent on the context. 
Unlike the spoken form, the written form is bounded to obey certain rules and 
obliged to deliver information as clearly as possible. The written form of language 
is frequently called as the formal form of language. In addition, the meaning of 
written language is static; it does not change over time. The scientific study which 
focuses on how spoken and written forms are used is called linguistics.  
A field of study called linguistics is the one that studies language 
‘scientifically’ as a phenomenon in human everyday life. Aitchison (1978:20) 
describes linguistics as the ‘systematical study of language’-a discipline which 
describes language in all aspects and formulates theories as to how it works. In its 
development, linguistics developed from a science which studies not only the 
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inner circle of the language (semantics, phonology, phonetics, syntax and 
morphology) but also the outer circles of the language (psycholinguistics, 
sociolinguistics, stylistics) in which linguistics are related.    
One of the branches of applied linguistics is stylistics. It is a fusion 
between linguistics and literature. Verdonk (2002:3) describes stylistics as a 
branch of linguistics which is concerned with the study of language style. He 
further states that style can also be defined as distinctive linguistic expression. The 
function and the purpose of distinctive linguistic expression are the main concern 
of stylistics study. In other words, stylistic studies distinctive linguistic 
expressions of texts in order to reveal the reason, the purpose and the effect of the 
distinctive language expressions.  
Among all media of spoken communication, public speech is one that 
frequently applies certain distinctive linguistic expressions. Slagell (2009:194) 
states that speech is not merely to share the words and ideas with the audiences, 
but a complex process to share the meaning among the diverse audience. 
Moreover, leaders of nations are also considered as other frequent users of certain 
language styles due to their duty to deliver speech both in national and 
international scopes. They are bounded to the duty of sharing ideas and meaning 
that are meant to deliver and shaping audience’s perspective as intended. One of 
them is Vladimir Putin who served as the 4
th
 president of Russia Federation. He is 
the person with the longest time of service as the President of Russia Federation 
(1999-2008 and 2012-2016). He was born on 7 October 1952 in Leningrad 
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(present day Saint Petersburg) and started his career as an officer in the KGB 
(Russian Intelligent Agency). 
Among all his speeches, one of the most famous is the one he delivered in 
2007 Global Security Council in Munich. The speech which he delivered there 
was considered by western press as the most disappointing and toughest speech 
ever delivered by a leader of Russia since the time of Cold War. The western 
press considered it as a sign of changing point of Russia’s foreign policy from 
what is currently functioning back to the time of the Cold War. 
The researcher chooses these topic and object based on his personal 
interest on politics. Vladimir Putin is often criticized by western media (US and 
its allies) for his foreign policy and attitude. Moreover, he often considered as the 
opposition of the NATO supremacy and thus being ‘the leader’ for those who 
oppose NATO as well. Furthermore, the amount of stylistic-analysis-based 
researches on political speech of non-English speaking country is still limited in 
English Department. Last, the researcher considers the speech is worth analyzing 
as its content is controversial and the speaker is recognized as a controversial 
figure.  
B. Research Focus 
There are some problems that can be investigated from the object of the 
research. Since the object is a political speech, various approaches may be used to 
investigate the object. Even though the speech is delivered in front of 
representatives of more than 40 countries, Putin explicitly said that he would not 
maintain his politeness within his speech and he did so. The lack of politeness in 
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the speech is able to be investigated through pragmatic approach. The next 
problem which may be investigated from the research is the use of low-frequency 
words by Putin. It is not considered as a problem if the speech was only heard by 
certain people in the same field as Putin (politicians or statesmen), yet it becomes 
a problem since the audience of the speech was people from various field of 
works. The speech delivered by Putin has the nuance of politics and ideology. 
Thus, only certain people with certain knowledge will be able to understand what 
is said by Putin. Moreover, the use of certain words and phrases which deviates 
from their true semantic meaning or the use of a certain figure of speech may 
confuse readers without background knowledge of the current context. Stylistics is 
said to be the fusion between linguistics and literature or to be more specific as the 
fusion between linguistic and style. It deals with how certain text has its certain 
style. 
Thus, the researcher realizes that it is impossible to investigate all those 
problems stated above, so that the researcher decides to limit the research in the 
third problem, which is to investigate the figurative language applied on the 
speech. 
Based on the limitation, the first problem which may occur from the use of 
the figurative language is the types of figurative language used by Putin. The use 
of figurative language may not be seen by the audiences but it shapes the 
audience’s mind. Thus, the types of figurative language applied by Putin should 
be investigated. 
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The second problem that may occur from the use of figurative language is 
the purpose of the use of figurative language. Putin must apply various figurative 
languages in the speech and each type of figurative language will carry its own 
purpose related to the current context. 
Furthermore, the third problem from the speech is the responses of the 
audiences toward the speech in relation to the use of figurative language. Due to 
its high-degree of criticism, the speech is supposed to invite various responses 
throughout the globe. Thus, Putin’s ideas, particularly those delivered by the 
means of figurative expressions, are supposed to invite responses throughout the 
globe.     
According to the issue stated above, the researcher formulates the 
problems as follows. 
1. What types of figurative language are found in Vladimir Putin’s 2007 Munich 
Speech? 
2. What are the purposes of the use of figurative language found in Vladimir 
Putin’s 2007 Munich Speech? 
3. How does the audience respond to the speech in relation to the use of 
figurative language? 
C. Research Objectives 
The objectives of the research are. 
1. to identify the types of figurative language applied in Vladimir Putin’s 
Munich speech, 
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2. to reveal and explain the functions of the use of figurative language in the 
speech, and 
3. to reveal and explain the responses of the audience toward the speech in 
relation to the use of figurative language. 
D. The Significance of the Study 
By conducting the research, the researcher expects that the result of this 
study can be useful and beneficial in the following ways. 
1. Theoretically 
a. It is expected that this research will give better comprehension towards the 
knowledge of language use in speech particularly the use of figurative 
language in political speech.  
b. It is also expected that the readers of this research will get good 
understanding of the political moves inside speech especially those that go 
beyond the speech. 
c. It is expected that this research, in the future, can be one of the sources of 
references in studying and analyzing speech using stylistic approach. 
2. Practically, by reading this research the readers will understand how leaders 
of nations are able to use language style to deliver what they want to say 
smoothly and they can also use language style to persuade the audience to 
agree with their perspectives.
  
7 
CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
A. Literature Review 
1. Stylistics  
Generally speaking, stylistics is a study of style in language. It studies how 
certain distinctive linguistic features are used based on the author‟s intention of 
creating such style. Leech and Short (2007: 11) define stylistics as the linguistic 
study which studies the artistic value of language (style) and the reason why an 
author uses style related to a certain purpose she/he wants to deliver. Moreover, 
Verdonk (2002: 1) states that stylistics concerns in describing someone‟s manner 
in writing, speaking, and performing. It is related to how someone uses a certain 
style or artistic value in his/her works in achieving certain effects to the audience. 
In addition, Simpson (2004: 98) does not merely define stylistics as a study which 
only discusses the style of language for a certain purpose (what) but also reveals 
the motives behind the usage of a certain style in order to reveal the idea 
underlying (why).    
Literary texts were the earliest texts investigated by this study since each 
of literary pieces contains its own distinctive style and feature that differentiate 
literary works to other pieces of language use. Yet, nowadays, the scope of 
stylistic has been broadening since texts of non-literary texts are also considered 
of having their own style. Non-literary texts such as sermon, speech, 
advertisement and news texts are now available to be investigated through 
stylistics to reveal the purpose and function of the texts (Simpson, 2004: 2-3). 
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In short, stylistics deals with the use of style in language. The style of 
language is determined by the intention of the author and the circumstances 
surrounding the author in creating such a style. Stylistics analyzes the linguistic 
aspect of certain language uses. Thus, it aims at revealing the linguistic feature 
within the language style by the analysis of style and the intention of creating 
style. The distinctive linguistic feature used by the author serves as manifestation 
of what the author really means to say in his/her work.       
Considering the term “stylistics”, it can be assumed that it was derived 
from the word „style‟. Further, Leech and Short (2007: 9) define the word „style‟ 
as a way in which language is used in a given context, by a given person, for a 
given purpose. A clear example of „style‟ can be seen when human are dressing in 
their daily life: they dress neatly for works, casually for holiday and loosely for 
home. The way they dress can be assumed as the „style‟ for certain purposes and 
contexts. Furthermore, Verdonk (2002: 1) states that the term „style‟ does not 
refer only to language; it also refers to any action that occurs naturally in human 
everyday life that intends to shape or design something. The „dress‟ example 
above is an example of „style‟ in reference to non-language usage and it occurs 
naturally in our everyday life. Moreover, in reference to language, the use of 
„style‟ can also be found at a conversation between a student with a professor and 
a student with a friend. A student tends to use „sir‟ when addressing the professor 
by considering the context, purpose and the person, but the student may use „bro 
or guys‟ when addressing friends by considering the same aspects.  
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 In conclusion, style is a way of how language is used for certain purposes 
by the user considering certain aspects to achieve certain purposes. In addition, 
style is also realized as the reflection of variations of language use. Thus, there are 
several features of style that can be analyzed through stylistics.  
Leech and Short (2007: 61) categorize the features of style into four 
categories: lexical category, grammatical category, figure of speech, and cohesion 
and context. The lexical category can be analyzed by considering the vocabulary 
choice and the choice of words class (noun, verb, adjective, and adverb) by the 
author. The grammatical category can be analyzed by considering the class 
(phrase, clause, sentence), the complexity of class (simple, compound, complex) 
and the structure of the class (coordinative, comparative, etc.). Moreover, the 
figure of speech can be analyzed by considering the language code within the 
language use, how it is manifested in the work and the purpose of the language 
code. Furthermore, the cohesion and context can be analyzed by considering the 
logical connector between the sentences, the cross-reference of pronouns used in 
the work, and what the author implies to the audience through the use of certain 
use of language. For that case, analyzing those four categories will take much time 
for the researcher. Thus, in order to limit this research, the researcher focuses only 
on the analysis of figurative language.     
2. Figurative Language  
Figurative language is frequently called as connotative meaning or 
statement that its meaning cannot be inferred literally from what it is said. Perrine 
(1969: 65) states that figurative language – language using figures of speech – 
10 
 
cannot be taken literally. For instance, the expression „Jack is a giant‟ is non-
sense since everyone knows that Jack is a human. Yet, the sentence can make 
sense if it is observed through the poetry‟s point of view; that sentence tells the 
reader that Jack has a large body like a giant. The use of figurative language is 
able to create „unsual‟ meaning in the text; it plays with imagination and serves as 
a way to escape from banality. Furthermore, as stated by Perrine (1969: 65), 
figurative language is a way of saying something through a certain use of 
language; it deals not only with the delivery of the idea but also with the aesthetic 
value of the expression. Thus, figurative language is a language that is delivered 
by such style in order to say something out of ordinary way. 
In achieving the intended effect towards the audiences, an author employs 
many kinds of figurative language. Perrine (1969: 64-118) classifies twelve 
figures of speech into three categories. The first category is figures of speech by 
comparison which include metaphor, simile, personification, and apostrophe. The 
second category is figures of speech by association that comprise synecdoche, 
metonymy, symbol, and allegory. The last category is figures of speech by 
contrast which include paradox, irony, litotes and, hyperbole. 
a. By Comparison 
1) Metaphor  
Metaphor is a type of figurative language that opens a new path of 
association between two different entities which originally belong to different 
domains. The opened path of association serves as comparison between those two 
entities. Simpson (2004:41) states that metaphor is a process which employs two 
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different conceptual systems. Compared to simile, metaphor is a covert (implicit) 
version of comparison while simile is an overt (explicit) version of comparison. 
An example of metaphor taken from R. S. Thomas‟s poem On The Farm is 
presented as follows. 
Her pale face was the lantern 
By which they read in life‟s dark book 
(Gill, 2004: 24) 
 In the above example, Thomas compares her pale face with the lantern. 
Generally, pale face is an attribute of those who are sick or weak but in his poem 
he resembles the face of sickness with the lantern while lantern usually serves a 
radiant for others. The fused meaning of two entities creates an imagination of 
„pale face‟ resemblances a „lantern‟. Furthermore, the expression does not only 
suggest that the pale face is similar to the lantern but goes deeper, the pale face is 
the lantern. Moreover, he creates a new and actual imagination of by the fused 
meaning of lantern and a pale face. By comparing those two entities, he redefines 
the concept of „lantern‟ and „pale face‟ and resulted to the concept „her pale face, 
even pale, serves as a lantern for other‟s purpose‟. 
Furthermore, Lakoff and Johnsen (1989: 5) define metaphor as not merely 
a poetic device in literary work. They define metaphor as human every day 
conceptual system of perceiving information, thinking, and doing. From that 
passage, it is implied that metaphor is not merely a figure of speech but also a 
system of thinking and doing. Human tends to think metaphorically in their 
everyday life. Human tends to naturally and unconsciously compare something to 
another thing. For example, the expression the battle between AS Roma and SS 
Lazio starts at 9 p.m. which is said by football enthusiasts is metaphorical since 
12 
 
they tend to think that a football game is not merely a game but a battle; they 
compare a football game to a battle as well as they are in war.  Lakoff and 
Johnsen (1989: 5) provide a clearer example as follows. 
Your claims are indefensible  
I demolished his argument 
(Lakoff and Johnsen, 1989: 5) 
 In the example above, the speaker treats his debate with his colleague as a 
battle as shown by the word „indefensible‟ and „demolished‟. It is not only talking 
of argument in terms of war but also considering argument is war. It resembles 
some aspects of war such as: winning or losing argument; viewing the partner as 
an enemy; attack partner‟s defense and defend own; searching and attacking 
opponent‟s weak point and abandoning own weak point to find the stronger one; 
and planning and using strategies in argumentation. Even though there is only 
verbal battle, not physical, within the argumentation, human tends to think that 
argument is also a war.  The example shows that human tends to think 
metaphorically and metaphor is not merely a figure of speech but it serves as 
human everyday conceptual system which is naturally occurred in human 
everyday life and strongly depended to the culture. Culture which views argument 
as a dance will surely not compare arguments as war but a series of aesthetically 
movements. Furthermore, Gill (2004: 25) states that poets and other writers are, 
like philosophers, thinkers, but their thinking is often done through figures of 
speech such as metaphors. Thought comes alive when two things are brought 
together. Thus, metaphor is a fused meaning resulted from the comparison of two 
entities or, in a simpler way, „this is that‟.  
ellaborate 
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2) Simile  
Simile is a type of figurative language that is related to an explicit 
comparison between two entities. Simile has a close relationship with metaphor as 
what is stated by Leech (1968:156) that simile is an overt (explicit), and metaphor 
is a covert (implicit) comparison. Simile can be easily identified by the use of 
„like‟ and „as‟. Gill (2004: 26) gives an example of simile which is taken from 
Sasson‟s poem Everyone Sang as follows. 
Everyone suddenly burst out singing 
And I was filled with such delight  
As prisoned birds must find in freedom     
(Gill, 2004: 26) 
In the given example, Sasson compares the persona‟s delight to the 
happiness of a prisoned bird that finally finds freedom. By employing simile as 
indicated by the use of „as‟, Sasson gives an imaginative way to understand what 
he wants to say, about the great joy, to the readers.  
3) Personification  
 This type of figurative language deals with „humanizing the inhuman‟ or 
giving the quality of human being to inhuman being. Perrine (1969:67) defines 
personification as giving  the quality of human being to an animal, an object or an 
idea. For instance, the expressions her voice is dancing inside my mind, hatred 
drives him crazy and the forest stares back to me give the quality of human being 
to inhuman entities. Those sentences cannot be interpreted literally due to their 
illogical sense. There is no voice that is able to dance and no hatred that is able to 
drive since those two entities are abstract entities. In addition, there is no forest 
14 
 
that is able to stare since forest is an inhuman being. Thus, the author applies 
personification through those statements. 
In line with Perrine, Lakoff and Johnsen (2003:33) also share the same 
idea by stating that personification significantly gives more understanding. It also 
gives certain nuance within the sentence since personification deals with human‟s 
activity and motivation to inanimate entities. Thus, personification is a figure of 
speech in which inhuman being is given a certain human‟s quality. 
4) Apostrophe  
   Apostrophe is another type of figurative language that is sometimes 
considered as personification or metaphor since it compares two entities that 
actually have no relation at all and it also gives human quality to inhuman being. 
It is an apostrophe when the speaker is addressing someone or something that 
unable to hear or reply the speaker (Leech, 1968: 185). Since it shares similar 
concept to metaphor and personification, it is difficult to differentiate an 
apostrophe, a metaphor or a personification in a statement. Yet, apostrophe is very 
distinctive to metaphor and personification. To be particular, an expression can be 
called an apostrophe if it addresses an entity which is not present but not giving 
human quality to the entity since it is only addressing. For instance the expression 
O thunder! is an apostrophe since the speaker mentions the other entity that is not 
present and the entity the speaker calls cannot answer the calling. 
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b. By Association  
1) Synecdoche  
Synecdoche is used by referring the part for the whole or vice versa. This 
type of figurative language occurs when the writer takes a partial representation of 
a thing that is meant to be said. As stated by Wren and Martin (1990: 341), in 
synecdoche, a part is used to designate the whole or the whole designates a part. 
Furthermore, Leech (1968: 150) states that synecdoche is identified with a rule 
which applies the term for the part to the whole or vice versa.  
For instance, the expression that designates the part for the whole is the 
expression I warn you to never set foot in my home again! This expression 
contains synecdoche since the term „foot‟ designates „the whole body‟. What the 
speaker meant to say is to forbid the hearer coming over the speaker‟s house 
anymore. Yet, the speaker uses „foot‟ to represent the hearer. Moreover, the 
expression Italy won the 2006 FIFA World Cup is also an example of the whole 
representing its part. The winner of World Cup is not the all people of Italy but 
only a few of them who join the national team. 
2) Metonymy 
Metonymy is a figure of speech that what is being said has a close relation 
to what is being meant. This type of figure of speech opens a path of association 
between two entities that actually have a close relationship. In the contrary to 
metaphor, Simpson (2003:43) defines metonymy as transposition between 
concepts which actually belong to one conceptual domain. In line with Simpson, 
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Lakoff and Johnsen (1989: 36) state that metonymy is using one entity to refer 
another entity that is related to it.  
The example of metonymy is I prefer Dickens than Shakespeare. In that 
expression, the speaker does not refer to ordinary people named Dickens and 
Shakespeare, but to two great authors of English literature, Charles Dickens and 
William Shakespeare. By saying that expression, the speaker wants to say that the 
speaker prefers the literary works of Dickens rather than the work of Shakespeare. 
Another example is the expression The White House agrees on the war. In that 
expression, the application of metonymy can be seen in the words „The White 
House‟ because it is related to the government of the U.S. Yet, the speaker‟s main 
intention is to inform that the government of the U.S. agrees on going to war.  
3) Symbol 
Symbol is the richest and at the same time the most difficult type of 
poetical figure (Perrine, 1969: 85). Perrine (1969: 83) further explains it by stating 
that symbol can roughly be defined as something that means more than what it is. 
In line with Perrine, Gill (2004: 30) states that a word which points to or stands 
for a reality beyond itself is considered as a symbol. Thus, symbol is considered 
as the most difficult poetical figure because the wide area knowledge is necessary 
to understand it.  
For instance, in a peace truce between two conflicted countries, dove is 
frequently used as the symbol of peace between two armies. Thus, it is widely 
accepted that dove is the symbol of peace. Yet, sometimes it is difficult to 
differentiate whether an expression is a symbol or a metaphor since both of them 
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contain a deeper meaning than what it is said. However, in general, metaphor and 
symbol are different in the way they represent something; metaphor means what it 
is and something other while symbol means what it is and something more from 
what it is. For instance, the expression she is an angel and fire is blazing inside 
her soul. The first expression is a metaphor because she is compared to an angel, 
which means that she represents a woman but also an angel since the speaker 
considers that she has the quality of an angel. The second expression is a symbol 
because the fire symbolizes what is being felt by the woman. Moreover, the word 
fire points to rage and anger within her heart.  
In addition, symbol is categorized into two: traditional symbol and new 
symbol (Gill, 2004: 31). Traditional symbol has existed since long time ago. This 
type of symbol usually has been widely accepted by most people. For instance, a 
cross as the symbol of Christianity has been widely accepted by most people. 
Meanwhile, new symbol is the symbol that is created by certain person/people. To 
understand this kind of symbol, the readers should be able to comprehend the 
context of the symbol such as its place of origin, its history and its meaning. The 
symbol of crossed hammer and sickle is an example of new symbol. Without 
particular knowledge, that symbol would not be considered as a symbol of 
communism. The communist people made it and it represented the working class.   
4) Allegory  
Allegory is a series of related symbols which often occurs in narrative. 
This type of figurative language deals with the second meaning beneath the 
surface and also can be understood as a series of related symbols (Perrine, 1969: 
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91). Since it is a series of symbols, it actually contributes significantly on 
comprehending an abstract concept into concrete one. Yet, this type of figure of 
speech is less popular in modern literature (Perrine, 1969: 92). 
The example of allegory is given by Perrine (1969: 91) by using Bible‟s 
tale of Prophet Joseph. Pharaoh has a dream of seven fat kine devoured by seven 
lean kine. In the story, Prophet Joseph interprets its meaning that Egypt is to enjoy 
seven years of prosperity and seven years of famine. The dream is allegorical, 
seven is representing seven years, fat kine is representing prosperity and lean kine 
is representing famine. Thus, the series of symbol shown in the story make the 
readers understand what is really meant by the story. 
c. By Contrast  
1) Paradox  
Paradox is an expression which contradicts itself. Gill (2004: 35) states 
that paradox is a noticeable contradiction telling something strange but true. 
Paradox forces the reader to take a careful examination to the expression to 
understand what it really means. Paradox always deals with contradictory 
statements as stated by Leech (1968: 142) that paradox, in the simplest and 
boldest form, is an expression containing contradictory statements.       
For instance, is the expression Freedom of body, slavery of mind. The 
expression is a paradox since „freedom‟ contradicts „slavery‟. If the readers do not 
pay a closer attention to the expression, this expression may be considered 
illogical. Yet, this expression may be logical if the readers take a closer attention 
to it. The writer‟s main intention within the expression is „what do you think as 
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freedom is actually slavery‟. The reader may dig its deeper meaning by taking a 
closer look to the expression. Thus, paradox may seem illogical but it actually has 
a deeper meaning to convey.  
2) Irony  
Similar to paradox, irony deals with contradiction. However, the 
contradiction in irony lies in the relationship between expression and meaning 
underlying the expression. Leech (1968: 171) describes irony as applied to 
language as the human disposition to adopt a pose, or to put a mask. In irony, the 
expression serves as the gate to reveal the true meaning of using such expression. 
The main element to understand irony is the awareness of the situation where it is 
used. Perrine (1969: 112-118) categorizes irony into three categories: verbal 
irony, dramatic irony and irony of situation.  
Perrine (1969: 113) defines verbal irony as saying the opposite of what 
one means. Verbal irony is the simplest form of irony which is used by people in 
their everyday life. Irony is often confused with sarcasm and satire since they are 
similar in the way of delivery and the meaning intended; yet they are actually 
different. The term „sarcasm‟ is originated from Greek language which means „to 
tear flesh‟. It is intended to hurt someone‟s feeling by saying something cruel. In a 
training session of a football club, the coach says to a forward player, “Nice shoot, 
too nice so our team would only have goalkicks” the coach is being sarcastic as he 
intends to hurt the player‟s feeling by saying such expression. While satire is both 
kind and cruel, it is a formal form of sarcasm but delivered in a more appropriate 
way. The expression “Well, you can go for war to the middle-east and I’ll be here 
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to help our starving and homeless neighbor” is satirical. Thus, irony, as stated by 
Perrine (1969: 113) is neither cruel nor kind; it is simply a device. It is a device of 
sarcasm or satire, a way of delivery for sarcasm and satire.   
In dramatic irony, the discrepancy is not between what the speaker says 
and what he/she means but between what the speaker says and what the author 
means (Perrine, 1969: 115). This type of irony is often found as a powerful device 
for the author to illuminate certain idea by putting the irony in the utterances of 
certain speaker. Since the elements of this irony are not only the speaker and the 
hearer but also the author, this type of irony is rarely used in everyday life and 
mainly used in literary texts. For instance, a soldier flees from battlefield and tells 
people about his bravery is a dramatic irony since he is actually a coward, not a 
brave man. In the preceding example, the author wants to illuminate the character 
of the soldier for being a coward and a liar.  
Irony of situation occurs when there is a discrepancy between the actual 
circumstances and those that would seem appropriate or between what one 
anticipates and what actually come to pass (Perrine, 1969: 117). In addition, 
Perrine (1969: 117) also provides an example of the tale of King Midas as the 
example of irony of situation. King Midas was granted his fondest wish that 
anything he touched turned to gold, and then he found that he cannot eat because 
even his food turned into gold. That is an irony of situation where a thing badly 
wanted turned into a thing of great suffering.  
In short, irony is a type of figurative language that turns the surface 
meaning of an expression or situation. To reveal the real intended meaning of 
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irony, the reader should take a closer and deeper look because without a careful 
examination, irony could lose its real meaning as it is taken literally.   
3) Litotes 
Leech (1968: 169) states that litotes is sometimes reserved for a particular 
kind of understatements in which the speaker uses a negative expression when a 
positive one would have been more forceful and direct. In other words, litotes is 
an expression in which the speaker states less that what it is. For instance, when a 
king says to an ally king “I am very happy you are willing to attend our little party 
in our humble house,” it is a form of litotes. A party held by a king is undoubtedly 
luxurious and a king‟s palace is also undoubtedly magnificent. Thus, the king is 
saying something less than the truth. 
4) Hyperbole  
This type of figurative language deals with an excessive use of language. 
The excessive statement is used as a device in exaggerating something. Yet, 
Leech (1968:158) states that nobody could make any certain standard whether a 
statement is considered a hyperbole or not since the statements are made by 
speaker‟s subjectivity. To be able to comprehend a hyperbolical statement, one 
must be able to get inside speaker‟s mind. Thus, the degree of exaggeration is 
measured by the general standard of society.  Moreover, Perrine (1969: 110) states 
that hyperbole or overstatement can be simply defined as an exaggeration in the 
service of truth as reflected in the expression His punch could even crush the 
mountain. The expression is a hyperbole since it is impossible that a man‟s punch 
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can crush a mountain. What the speaker meant to say is that his punch is very 
strong. 
3. Functions of Figurative Language 
Authors of literary work employ figurative language to create effect on the 
audience. Perrine (1969: 71) states that figurative language often provides a more 
effective means of saying what we mean than direct statement. Moreover, in his 
book Sound and Sense, he proposes four functions of figurative language, i.e. 
giving imaginative pleasure, bringing additional imagery, increasing emotional 
intensity and saying much in brief compass.    
a. Giving Imaginative Pleasure  
When readers are reading or audiences are listening to a speech, their 
minds are automatically triggered to imagine what is written or spoken. Thus, by 
using figurative language, readers or audience are able to comprehend more for 
what is said. It is because figurative language gives more imaginative pleasure 
than the ordinary language. Perrine (1969: 71) states that figures of speech are 
therefore satisfying in themselves, providing us with source of pleasure in the 
exercise of the imagination as reflected in the expression His voice is very loud 
when compared to the expression His voice could tear a mountain. Both of the 
expressions have the same idea, a man with a very loud voice. The first expression 
delivers the idea in a common way. Thus, it is not giving the imaginative pleasure 
to the audience. On the other hand, the second expression delivers the idea 
imaginatively by using hyperbole. It evokes audiences‟ imagination by 
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exaggerating the effect of the voice. The expression thus evokes audiences‟ 
imagination of very loud voice which may tear mountain.  
b. Bringing Additional Imagery  
Another function of figurative language is to bring additional imagery to 
the audience. Perrine (1969: 71) states that employing figure of speech is a way of 
bringing additional imagery into verse, making the abstract concrete, making 
poetry more sensuous. For instance, the expression Her will is stronger than the 
Great Wall. The expression contains metaphor, since „this is that‟ is applied in the 
expression. Moreover, the expression brings additional imagery to the audience 
since there will be an image on the mind of audience that her will is as big as a 
very great wall. The audience will visualize the image as soon as they receive the 
expression. Thus it makes the abstract into concrete and helps the audience to 
comprehend the idea.  
c. Increasing Emotional Intensity     
When the expression She burst into his arm, as a gold miner finds the El 
Dorado comes into the head of the audience, their heart will automatically be 
filled with the joy of gold miner that finally found a city made of gold. They will 
feel greater emotional intensity felt by the woman. Drawing conclusion from the 
previous example, figures of speech can increase emotional intensity to otherwise 
merely informative statement and of conveying attitudes along with information 
(Perrine, 1969: 71). The increased emotional intensity is an effect of an 
imagination which appears within the audience‟ mind and they are finally 
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involved within imagination and can really feel how it feels as the writer or 
speaker really wants them to feel. 
d. Saying Much in Brief Compass 
The last function proposed by Perrine is saying much in brief compass or 
simplifying. Perrine (1969: 72) states that figure of speech is a mean of 
concentration, a way of saying much in brief compass. Figure of speech eases the 
audience to comprehend the idea by a certain use of figure of speech. An example 
is provided by Gill (1980: 470) as follows. 
Look how far we’ve come. We‟re at a crossroads. We can‟t turn back now. 
I don‟t think this relationship is going anywhere. This relationship is a 
dead-end street. Our marriage is on the rocks. We‟ve gotten off the track. 
Where are we? We’re stuck. It‟s been a long, bumpy road. 
 
From the passage above, the metaphor employment can be found since it 
compares marriage to a journey. Those metaphorical expressions significantly 
reduce the length of the passage since if they are literally written, there will be a 
longer writing. Another example is the expression how far we’ve come. It 
metaphorically explains that the couple has been through their journey for years 
and years and has faced so many obstacles and problems in their marriage. Thus, 
they could overcome all the obstacles up to this certain point of their marriage. 
Thus, in the passage above, the use of metaphor can deliver the message briefly 
and effectively. 
4. Speech  
 Speech is a communication process that is conducted in many occasions 
such as in inaugural night, graduation ceremony, political campaign and 
international conference. Even though many people can conduct speech as they 
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can speak in front of people almost in everywhere, the speech of common people 
rarely obtains attention. On the other hand, the speech of politicians or leaders of 
nations commonly obtains attention since they represent people‟s interest. To be 
more specific, Rebecca Hughes (1996: 5) defines speech as follows. 
Speech is a strictly linear process: as each sound is uttered one after 
another this ordering cannot be altered. When a word is spoken, it cannot 
be taken back or altered, as we sometimes know to our cost. It may be 
repeated, or corrected, but each iteration of it gives us a new and different 
sample of language. 
 
It is implied from the passage above that speech is able to evoke different 
meanings of language through its delivery and use of language. In other words, 
speech may shape people‟s perspective since it is able to create a new meaning of 
language. Thus, speech is a powerful tool to communicate speaker‟s idea and to 
shape a new understanding toward a certain issue.  
5. Vladimir Vladimirovich Putin and 2007 Munich Speech  
Vladimir Putin was born on 7 October 1952, in Leningrad, Russian SFSR, 
Soviet Union (modern day Saint Petersburg) to parents Vladimir Spiridonovich 
Putin and Maria Ivanovna Putina. He was an officer in the KGB (Russia‟s 
Intelligence Agency) for 16 years from which he achieved the rank of Lieutenant 
Colonel before he retired and entered politics in 1991 in his hometown Saint 
Petersburg. In 1996 he moved to Moscow where his political career quickly rose. 
In Moscow, he started his political career when he appointed as the advisor of 
international affairs of the Mayor of Moscow. His career tremendously grew when 
he appointed as one of three First Deputy of Prime Minister of Russia Federation. 
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President Boris Yeltsin was unexpectedly resigned in 1999 that, according to the 
constitution, left only Putin to be the Acting President. 
  
Figure 1. President Vladimir 
Vladimirovich Putin 
 
 
 
 
 
He continued his service as president after winning the 2000 presidential 
election and again in the 2004 presidential election. Due to constitutionally 
mandated term limits, he was unable to serve in the third consecutive presidential 
term. Dmitry Medvedev won the 2008 presidential election and appointed Putin as 
Prime Minister. In 2012, Putin was released from constitutionally mandated term 
limits so then he was elected once more as the president. Putin was the longest 
served as the President of Russia Federation after the time of Cold War.  
One of the most important speeches delivered by Putin was the one which 
was delivered on February 10, 2007 in the Munich Conference on Security 
Council or it is well-known as the Munich Speech. Western observers and press 
consider his speech on Munich Conference as the toughest speech ever made by a 
leader of Russia since the time of Cold War and as the indicator of Russia‟s 
turning point of foreign policy. US Senator John McCain stated, as quoted by Ian 
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Traynor in theguardian.com dated on February 11, 2007, that, “the most aggressive 
from a Russian leader since the end of the Cold War,” and McCain also added that 
the speech was confrontational. In addition, Ian Traynor also wrote that US 
Secretary of Defense, Robert Gates, sat stony-faced throughout Putin‟s words. In 
the speech, Putin explicitly and toughly criticized the unipolar world proposed by 
the U.S. and its allies. He also criticizes the policy made by U.S and its allies. He 
also implicitly said that in the future, Russia will act as what Soviet Union did. 
B. Previous Study 
There are also previous researchers doing research related to the style of 
language used in political works. Those researchers analyzed the use of figurative 
language in political works, how certain types of figurative language applied in 
the works, how certain types of figurative language carry a certain function to 
support the delivery of the idea of the author and how the use of certain figurative 
language gives significant impact to the delivery of the information of the works. 
Those previous researchers become the reference for the researcher in conducting 
this research. Even though the researcher also conducted a research that is related 
to style, it does not mean that the researcher is conducting the same research as 
theirs. Each research has its own focus, topic, object and methodology. 
One of the studies is A Stylistic Analysis of Barrack Obama’s Second 
Inaugural Address. It is an undergraduate thesis of Yogyakarta State University 
conducted by Ahmad Munir (2014). It is aimed to reveal and explain the use of 
figurative language in Barrack Obama‟s second inaugural address and to identify 
lexical and syntactic structures in which the figurative language occurred. The 
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findings show that there were seven types of figurative language in the speech. 
Moreover, the figurative language served to create a new meaning, to emphasize a 
certain idea, to give more complex understanding, to give profound meanings to 
common ideas, to give insight truth of self-contradictory concept and to evoke 
mental image within the audience‟s mind. The second finding shows that 
figurative language is applied in word, phrase and clause level. In addition, it also 
applied in simple, compound and complex sentences. Thus, by using figurative 
language, Obama can attract audience‟s attention and avoid monotony.  
Meanwhile, Bryan Meadows (2012) also conducted a research on the style 
of the language entitled Distancing and Showing Solidarity via Metaphor and 
Metonymy in Political Discourse: A critical study of American statements on Iraq 
during the years 2004-2005. This research is different compared to the previous 
one since this research applied Discourse Analysis as its main approach. Yet, the 
analysis of metaphor and metonymy in this research and the object of the research 
similar to the research conducted by the researcher. This research aimed to 
explore the act of distancing and showing solidarity through the use of metaphor 
and metonymy. The finding showed that metaphor and metonymy were effective 
in making distance and showing solidarity by using the us/them relationship. 
 Furthermore, some aspects of this research are related to the previous 
research yet it does not mean that they are similar. This research deals with the 
twelve types of figurative language, the functions of figurative language and the 
effect of figurative language towards the effectiveness of delivery of the 
information of the speech.          
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C. Conceptual Framework and Analytical Construct  
This research deals with language style employed by President Vladimir 
Putin in his 2007 Munich Speech. Since the main issue under this research is the 
style of language of Putin‟s speech, this research is in the area of stylistics study. 
Stylistics is a study which combines linguistics and literature. Thus, the researcher 
provides the explanation of stylistics from several prominent figures at the first 
part of literature review in this research.  
The next part of literature review explains the information about figurative 
language in stylistics to answer the first objective of this research. The explanation 
of figurative language includes the types of figurative language and definition of 
figurative. There are twelve types of figurative language proposed by Perrine in 
his book Sound and Sense (1969) namely Simile, Metaphor, Personification, 
Apostrophe, Metonymy, Symbol, Allegory, Paradox, Hyperbole, Litotes, Irony, 
and Synecdoche. 
The next part of the analysis is conducted to answer the second objective 
of this research which deals with the function of using figurative language. To 
answer this objective, the researcher applies the four functions of figurative 
language proposed by Perrine in his Sound and Sense book namely giving 
imaginative pleasure, bringing additional imagery, increasing emotional intensity 
and saying much in brief compass.  
Furthermore, to answer the third question of the research which is to reveal 
the response of the audience toward the speech in relation to the use of figurative 
language, the researcher elaborates the types and functions of figurative language 
30 
 
to the response of the audience which quoted in several prominent media in order 
to find out the response of the audience toward the use of figurative language. 
After all, the researcher answers the research questions based on the 
theories that are proposed by prominent figures in this field. The way the 
researcher interprets and understands the theories can be seen from the conceptual 
frameworks and analytical construct. 
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CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH METHOD 
A. Type of the Study 
This study applied the descriptive qualitative approach since it emphasized 
on defining and describing the phenomena of language styles in the context by 
interpreting the data. The qualitative approach is a research procedure that the 
results of the research are presented descriptively in oral or written form from the 
subject of the research (Bogdan and Biklen, 1982: 39-42). Moreover, Vanderstoep 
and Johnston (2009: 7-8) state that qualitative research provides richer and more 
in-depth understanding of the phenomena under study as it produces narrative or 
textual explanations of the phenomena under study. Furthermore, Selinger and 
Shohamy (1989: 124) propose that descriptive research involves a collection of 
techniques used to specify, delineate or describe naturally occurring phenomenon 
without experimental manipulation. It means that the phenomenon must occur in 
real-life situation, not that in the laboratory.  
Thus, this research is descriptive qualitative since it provided a richer and 
in-depth understanding of the phenomena of language use particularly figurative 
language in Vladimir Putin’s 2007 Munich Speech. The researcher chose stylistic 
approach because it is the most effective way in analyzing language through its 
features of figurative language due to the nature of stylistics that focuses on the 
distinctive language features of an author. 
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B. Form, Context and Source of Data 
The data of the research were in the form of words, phrases, clauses and 
sentences uttered by Vladimir Putin in his 2007 Munich Speech. Since the form of 
the data was utterances, the context of the data was the monologue of Vladimir 
Putin in his 2007 Munich Speech. The source of the data was the script of the 
speech taken from Russia Government official website, https://kremlin.ru. The 
speech was originally delivered in Russian, thus the original script was also 
written in Russian language. Yet, the English translation of the speech was taken 
from Russia Government, https://en.kremlin.ru. Even though the speech was not 
literally translated, it was considered as a reliable translated version of the speech 
due to its precision.   
C. Data Collection Techniques 
The researcher employed some steps in collecting the data. Bogdan and 
Biklen (1982: 67) state that in collecting the data, the researcher chooses 
particular subjects to facilitate the expansion of the developing theory. The 
technique of data collection was note-taking. In collecting the data of figurative 
language, two or more types may overlap each other, yet the researcher chose only 
the most significant type to be included as data. The data were collected from the 
utterances of Vladimir Putin’s 2007 Munich Speech. Then the procedure of data 
collection presented as in the following. 
1. Reading the script of Vladimir Putin’s 2007 Munich Speech, 
2. Identifying the utterances in which figurative language is used, 
3. Identifying the types of figurative language,  
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4. Identifying the functions of figurative language, 
5. Categorizing the data into the data sheet. 
The data sheet presented as follows. 
 Table 1. Sample Data Sheet of Types and Functions of Figurative Language in Vladimir Putin’s 2007 
Munich Speech   
Note: 
a =  Metaphor  g = Symbol  1 = To give imaginative pleasure 
b =  Simile   h = Allegory 2 = To bring emotional intensity 
c = Personification  i = Paradox  3 = To increase additional imagery 
d = Apostrophe  j = Irony  4 = To say much in brief compass 
e =  Synecdoche   k = Litotes 
f =  Metonymy  l = Hyperbole 
 
01 = Number of Datum 
Ir   = Types of Figurative Language 
4    = Functions of Figurative Language 
 
D. Research Instrument 
The primary instrument of this research was the researcher himself. 
According to Moleong (2001: 121)  in a qualitative research, the researcher 
becomes the designer, data collector, analyst, data interpreter, and also the result 
reporter of the research. In qualitative research, there is no other key instrument 
 
Code 
 
Data 
Types Functio
ns  
 
Explanation 
a B c d e f g h i J k l 1 2 3 4  
01/I
r/4 
This conference’s 
structure allows 
me to avoid 
excessive 
politeness and the 
need to speak in 
roundabout, 
pleasant but 
empty diplomatic 
terms. 
         √      √ Putin applies irony of situation in the expression 
because he intends to offend the previous speaker of 
the conference, the Italian Defense Minister. The 
expression considered as irony of situation because he 
states a discrepancy of situation in his expression. In a 
condition where people may speak what they really 
want to say, the Italian Defence minister chose, 
according to Putin, to speak untruthfully. This 
expression intended to say much in brief compass. 
Putin no need to explain in detail how non-sense the 
previous speaker’s speech. By saying such expression 
he is able to make it short and clear. 
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than the researcher since qualitative deals with in-depth analysis that cannot be 
measured through number.    
Even though rich and in-depth understanding of qualitative research 
cannot be achieved through number, the existence of other instrument cannot be 
denied in helping the researcher. The secondary instruments used during the 
research were the data sheet, the video of the speech and the official script of the 
speech. The secondary instruments helped the researcher collected and analyzed 
the data. 
E. Data Analysis Technique  
In this research, the researcher applied textual analysis since this research 
was dealing with language and symbols (Vanderstoep and Johnston, 2009:210). 
Thus, the theory presented in the previous section served as the guidance in 
analyzing the data. The procedures of data analysis are presented as follows: 
1. collecting the data by reading the script of the speech, 
2. selecting the data by recording the data into the data sheet,  
3. categorizing and labeling the data based on the classification,   
4. applying trustworthiness by asking friends and lecturers,  
5. analyzing, describing, interpreting and explaining the data, and  
6. deriving conclusion based on the result of the research 
F. Trustworthiness  
The worth of a research can be measured trough trustworthiness. 
Trustworthiness involves four issues: credibility, transferability, dependability, 
and conformability (Moleong, 2001: 171). They perform deep and detail 
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observation that will be used to gain credibility of the research. In this research, 
the researcher applied triangulation to achieve the trustworthiness of the data.  
Moleong (2001: 178) states that triangulation is technique to check 
trustworthiness of the data by using something outside the data.  Thus, it was the 
technique to test the validity of the data. In this research, the validity of the data 
gained by triangulating the data with the theories and sources. Moreover, the 
researcher has done the triangulation of the data by consulting to advisors, asking 
prominent lecturers who are keen in Stylistics and conducting peer corrections. 
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CHAPTER IV 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
 
As mentioned in the background of the research, this research is aimed at 
identifying the types and functions of figurative language found in Vladimir 
Putin‟s 2007 Munich Speech. Furthermore, this research is also aimed at revealing 
how the use of figurative language contributes to the effectiveness of the delivery 
of information in the speech. In this chapter, the results of the research are 
provided in two sections, i.e. findings and discussion. The first and the second 
objectives are presented in the findings section and presented in a data sheet that 
contains the types and functions of figurative language applied by Vladimir Putin 
in his 2007 Munich Speech. Meanwhile, the discussion section contains more 
elaborative explanation of the first and second objective and it also contains the 
explanation of the third objective.  
A. Findings  
The findings of types and functions of figurative language found in Vladimir 
Putin‟s 2007 Munich Speech are presented in the following table. 
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           Table 1. Types and Functions of Figurative Language in Vladimir 
Putin’s 2007 Munich Speech 
No  Categories   Types   Functions  Data  
1 By 
Comparison 
Metaphor Bringing additional 
imagery 
10, 27 
Increasing emotional 
intensity 
24, 26,  
Saying much in brief 
compass 
3, 13, 14, 15, 
25, 
Simile Saying much in brief 
compass 
12, 19 
Personification Saying much in brief 
compass 
2, 22 
2 By 
Association  
Synecdoche Saying much in brief 
compass 
5, 9, 17, 18, 
20, 22, 28 
3 By Contrast Paradox Saying much in brief 
compass 
4, 6 
Irony Saying much in brief 
compass 
1, 23 
Hyperbole Increasing emotional 
intensity 
7, 8, 11 
Saying much in brief 
compass 
8, 16 
  
According to Perrine (1969: 64-119), there are twelve types of figurative 
language, i.e. metaphor, simile, personification, apostrophe, synecdoche, 
metonymy, symbol, allegory, paradox, irony, litotes and hyperbole. Yet, 
according to the table, there are only seven of them found in the speech. 
Moreover, each type of figurative language carries its own function, i.e. bringing 
additional imagery, increasing emotional intensity and saying much in brief 
compass. The function of giving imaginative pleasure did not found in the speech. 
Thus, only three of the proposed functions by Perrine (1969: 70-72) are found in 
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the speech. The function of bringing imaginative pleasure is carried by metaphor. 
The function of increasing emotional intensity is carried by metaphor and 
hyperbole. The function of saying much in brief compass is carried by all types of 
figurative language in the speech.  
B. Discussion 
In this section, the researcher discusses the findings in an elaborative way 
to answer the three research questions which are: the types of figurative language 
found in Vladimir Putin‟s 2007 Munich Speech, the functions of figurative 
language in Vladimir Putin‟s 2007 Munich Speech, and the responses of the 
audience toward Vladimir Putin‟s 2007 Munich Speech in relation to the use of 
the figurative language.  
1. Types of Figurative language in Vladimir Putin’s 2007 Munich Speech 
a. By Comparison 
i) Metaphor  
Metaphor is an implied comparison between two entities that is never 
really related. It is meant to create a new meaning as the result of the fused 
meaning of two compared entities. This type of figurative language does not use 
any indicating word such as as or like as simile does because metaphor is a direct 
comparison which results in the term „this is that‟. An example of metaphor in 
Putin‟s 2007 Munich Speech is presented as follows. 
And, just like any war, the Cold War left us with live ammunition.  
         (Datum 03/Mt/4) 
 
The expression above was uttered by Vladimir Putin in the beginning of 
the speech. In this part of the speech, Putin was delivering the topic of Cold War 
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and its aspects. He informed the audience that Cold War had taken another form 
so then it never really ends. Even tough the U.S. and USSR were never directly 
engaged in the Cold War, but they imposed their ideological belief to other 
countries throughout the world. However, they supported several minor wars 
throughout the world to maintain their ideological belief such as the Vietnam War 
and the Korean War. Their action cause a situation in which the most of the world 
divided into two major ideological beliefs, democracy and communism. As the 
result, one side tended to view the other side in certain stereotypes with led to 
mutual mistrust among international community. Moreover, countries with certain 
ideological views would apply „double-standard‟ policies. It was a policy to 
justify their fellow allies and condemned any policies of countries with different 
ideological view even they actually do the same thing.  
In his speech, Putin compared those two characteristics of Cold War to 
living ammunition. He merged the concepts of ideological stereotype and double 
standard to a living stock of military supplies. This implies that those 
characteristics are very dangerous and they may cause destruction at any time. In 
other words, the legacies of Cold War are living ammunition that is very 
dangerous and may explode and cause destruction at any time. Drawing 
conclusion from the explanation above, Putin suggested that even though Cold 
War was ended years ago, its value remains in today‟s world and it may bring 
destruction to the world because the value of Cold War can bring the world to 
another war. 
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Putin also used metaphor to bring the audience back to the time of Cold 
War several times. He used several concepts to be compared to the concept of 
Cold War. The example of the use of metaphor in relation to the Cold War can be 
seen as follows. 
And now they are trying to impose new dividing lines and walls on us – these 
walls may be virtual but they are nevertheless dividing, ones that cut through 
our continent. 
 (Data 25/Mt/4 and 26/Mt/2) 
 
This expression was uttered by Putin in the middle of the speech. In this 
part of the speech, Putin was talking about the military treaties after the Cold War 
and its fulfillment by both the United States and Russia. He compared the phrase 
new dividing lines and walls on us to the quality of Cold War which divided 
most of the world. Lines and walls are usually served as indicators of separation 
between two different entities. As in football field, lines serve as indicators that 
one side belongs to one‟s team and the other side belongs to the opponent team or 
as in house, there are walls to mark which side belongs to the owner and which 
side is not. Furthermore, Cold War is characterized as a condition when most of 
the world was divided ideologically and economically. Thus, lines and walls 
resemble ideology and economy which serve as markers for the separation of the 
most of the world.  
Putin suggested that the walls and lines were new but they have the quality 
of their predecessors from the time of Cold War. He also suggested that the 
Western action of imposing their ideology and economy belief would only bring 
the world to an age similar to that of Cold War. Thus, new dividing lines and 
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walls on us implies that the act of imposing ideological and economical belief by 
the West will only bring the world to the condition similar to the Cold War. 
Putin further emphasized his ideas of the future Cold War by stating the 
expression ones that cut through our continent. In the expression, he compared 
the term ones which refer to new dividing lines and walls on us to a sharp-edged 
thing that is able to make incision to something. He fused the quality of cutting to 
the concept of future Cold War to make a new meaning of a future Cold War that 
is able to create deep separation between the European countries. The expression 
emphasizes that the effect of the dividing lines and walls is not merely dividing 
but making distance between them as they live in different continent even tough it 
is impossible to literally cut the European continent. In addition, Putin also used 
metaphor in comparison to other concept as follows. 
But we should not forget that the fall of the Berlin Wall was possible thanks 
to a historic choice – one that was also made by our people, the people of Russia – 
a choice in favour of democracy, freedom, openness and a sincere partnership 
with all the members of the big European family.  
(Datum 24/Mt/3) 
 
The expression was uttered by Putin in the middle of the speech. In this 
part of the speech, he was talking about the Berlin Wall and the choice made by 
the people of Russia to abandon communism in favour of democracy. He 
substituted the phrase European countries to big European family which 
explicitly compared the countries which share the European landmass to the 
concept of big family. European countries are countries in European continent that 
actually consisted of several nations, i.e. Celts, Slavic, Frank, Germanic, etc. They 
have different cultures, languages and society systems and they are only related by 
the notions of the European continent.  
43 
 
Putin deconstructed and replaced the common concept of European 
countries by suggesting the concept of big family as he introduced that the relation 
of European countries was that of family not just countries which share the same 
landmass by previously stating the choice of Russian people of moving to 
democracy. He implied that now Russia shares the common idea and belief to 
other European countries and Russia and the other European countries should treat 
each other as they are family. Thus, Putin suggested that European countries are 
family and thus, as a family, they should treat their fellow family sincerely. He 
also implied that European countries should work together in virtue to achieve the 
same objectives, as a big family, and guarantee the freedom of each family 
member, all in sincerity of family.       
ii) Simile  
Similar to metaphor, simile is a type of figurative language which 
compares two different things. The main difference is the indicating words used by 
simile in comparing things. Simile uses indicating words such as like, as, similar 
to, etc to compare two or more different things. Since simile uses indicating words 
to compare, simile is easier to distinguish than metaphor and thus considered as an 
overt comparison while metaphor is considered as a covert comparison. The 
examples of simile found in the speech are presented as follow.  
Because no one can feel that international law is like a stone wall that will 
protect them. 
  (Datum 12/Si/4) 
The expression was uttered by Putin in the middle of the speech. In this 
part of the speech, he was criticizing the United States which imposed its policies 
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to other countries and suggesting how the other should react on it. He suggested 
that international law was no longer relevant because it increasingly came to 
United States‟ legal system and it should received additional attention by the 
international community. He compared the concept of international law to the 
concept of stone wall. Law is a rule of conduct imposed by certain authority to 
the other in order to make something favorable to the authority and wall is a 
rampart which is usually used for defensive purposes.  
Furthermore, Putin suggested that international law should possess the 
quality of stone wall protecting those within its boundaries entirely. He also 
implied that the United States should stop imposing their legal system on 
international law because it led to the failure of international law to protect the 
international community. Thus, he fused the concept of law and wall to suggest 
that law, in international scope, should be favorable to all the members of 
international community and served like a wall which protects all of its beholders‟ 
interest and not just a few of them. The next use of simile is to support the policy 
of the United States as follows.  
And if today the new American Defence Minister declares that the United States 
will not hide these superfluous weapons in warehouse or, as one might say, 
under a pillow or under the blanket, then I suggest that we all rise and greet 
this declaration standing.  
(Datum 18/Si/4) 
 
The expression was uttered by Putin in the middle of the speech. In this 
part of the speech, Putin was explaining the Treaty of Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons to audience as he supported the treaty to be strictly and openly 
fulfilled both by the United States and Russia. He compared two actions which 
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actually have the same pattern but occurred in different situation. Both hiding 
weapons in warehouse and hiding something in a blanket share the same concept 
of deceiving the other that something does not exists even tough it actually exists. 
Yet, by scrutinizing the blanket, the deceived may be able to finally reveal that 
there are something hidden and thus not deceived anymore. Thus, by comparing 
two actions which share the same concept, Putin suggested that hiding weapons in 
the warehouse is useless since he would eventually reveal its existence.  
iii) Personification  
Personification is a type of figurative language that can be distinguished 
by a certain human quality given to inhuman entity. The use of personification in 
Vladimir Putin‟s 2007 Munich Speech can be seen as follow. 
And, just like any war, the Cold War left us with live ammunition, figuratively 
speaking.  
(Datum 02/Pe/4) 
 
This expression was uttered by Putin in the beginning of the speech. In this 
part of the speech, Putin was explaining to the audience what was happened in the 
time of Cold War and how it resembles today‟s condition. In addition, he also 
mentioned what qualities left by Cold War to today‟s international condition. He 
applied personification by giving the human quality of left to inhuman entity of 
Cold War. 
 The word left substitutes the word legacy; an ability possesed by human 
to pass his/her belonging to the descendant. Cold War is a state of military and 
political tension shortly after World War II between Eastern bloc (USSR and 
allies or Warsaw Pact) and Western bloc (U.S. and allies or NATO) which ended 
46 
 
in 1991 by the dissolution of USSR and Warsaw Pact. Furthermore, Cold War, 
which is a state of tension between USSR and U.S., is unable to pass something to 
the descendant since it has no ability to do so. Putin treated Cold War as it was 
human by giving it the quality of giving something to the descendant. 
Furthermore, Putin gave the human quality of passing the belonging to a state of 
tension which once existed in the world. Thus, he applied personification in his 
expression. Putin also used personification to personify a certain state as follows. 
In Russia‟s opinion, the militarisation of outer space could have 
unpredictable consequences for the international community, and provoke 
nothing less than the beginning of a nuclear era. 
 (Datum 22/Pe/4) 
 
This expression was uttered by Putin in the middle of his speech. In this 
part of the speech, he was explaining the treaty between the United States and 
Russia to reduce their nuclear warheads to 1700-2000 by the December of 2012. 
Yet, he also stated his opinion that this treaty has no universal character since only 
the United States and Russia bear the responsibility to not create any nuclear 
weapons while the other countries are able to create such weapon freely because 
they are not bounded by any treaty. Moreover, he mentioned the recently 
developed weapon which may cause a new area of confrontation at the outer space 
and its effect in which he delivered via personification.  
The expression is considered as personification because the militarization 
of outer space is not human but treated as human by Putin because he gives it the 
ability to provoke the others. Putin personifies the policy as human by giving it 
the ability to challenge other to fight. He implies that the other countries will react 
in hostility and thus causes a new nuclear era.  
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b. By Association  
i) Synecdoche  
Synecdoche is used by referring the part for the whole or vice versa. This 
figurative language occurred when the speaker takes a partial representation of 
thing that meant to be said or takes the whole thing as a representation for the 
part. In the speech, Putin applied synecdoche in form of the whole for the part in 
which he uses the whole thing, i.e. country and institution to refer its part, 
government and decision maker. The examples of synecdoche found in the speech 
are presented below. 
Incidentally, Russia – we – are constantly being taught about democracy. 
(Datum 05/Sy/4) 
 
The expression was uttered by Putin in the beginning of the speech. In this 
part of the speech, he was referring to a historical event of USSR‟s dissolution 
which ended the Cold War. He also implied that the Western was finally „won‟ 
the Cold War because they managed to impose their ideological belief of 
democracy to the USSR. Furthermore, since democracy is a form of government 
in which the power resides in the people, the Western did not teach it to the whole 
people of Russia, they just teach it to a few who runs the government. Thus, Putin 
applied synecdoche by using the whole Russia to represent its part, the 
government of Russia. On the other hand, synecdoche is also found in reference to 
the government of the United States as follows.  
One state and, of course, first and foremost the United States, has overstepped 
its national borders in every way. 
 (Datum 09/Sy/4) 
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The expression was uttered by Putin in the beginning of the speech. In this 
part of the speech, Putin was criticizing the United States for imposing its legal 
system to the international law. This expression is categorized as synecdoche 
because there is an implicit association between the United States (the whole) to 
its government and policies (the part). What is meant by Putin is not the whole 
United States and national border in physical sense, what he meant is the 
government of the United States and national border in political sense. Putin 
suggests that the government of the United States is conducting intervention on 
other nations‟ internal affair by imposing certain policy on them. In addition, 
another synecdoche is found in relation to OSCE (Organization for Security and 
Cooperation in Europe) as follows.  
People are trying to transform the OSCE into a vulgar instrument designed 
to promote the foreign policy interests of one or a group of countries. 
(Datum 28/Sy/4) 
 
This expression was uttered by Putin in the end of the speech. In this part 
of the speech, Putin was criticizing the OSCE for its rule-breaking actions even 
though Putin knew that only a few within the OSCE initiate the actions. He 
applied synecdoche by using the term people are trying as a representation for 
what he really meant. When saying the words people, Putin did not refer to the 
whole people who sat in the OSCE or the whole European people, he referred to 
those who sat as the decision-makers in OSCE. 
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c. By Contrast  
i) Paradox  
Paradox is an expression which seems to contradict itself but it is actually 
bringing a truth within its contradiction. Paradox forces the reader to take a 
careful examination to the expression before deciding what is really meant. In the 
speech, paradox serves as a means to offend the Western for their actions and 
policies. The use of paradox in the speech can be seen as follow.  
And at the end of the day this is pernicious not only for all those within this 
system, but also for the sovereign itself because it destroys itself from within. 
(Datum 04/Pa/4) 
 
 This expression was uttered by Putin in the beginning of the speech. In this 
part of the speech, Putin was talking and further criticizing about the system of 
unipolarity proposed by the Western after the time of Cold War, a system in which 
the world belongs to one master and sovereignty. Commonly, system, which is a 
set of rules bounds into a complex one, is constructed carefully to maintain certain 
order in certain situation and it is not intended to destroy itself from within. It is 
included political system which is particularly constructed to maintain order for 
the sake of the authority as long as possible.  
 However, Putin contradicted the common concept of system by stating that 
the system of unipolarity is destroying itself from within. He contradicted the key 
concept of maintaining to destroying which is illogical since the system which is 
constructed to maintain order is impossible to destroy itself from within. By 
stating a contradictory statement, Putin conveys that this kind of system is 
irrelevant for the international community because devastation as the result of 
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destroyed system is not favorable for the international community. Thus, Putin 
suggested to the audience that this kind of system will only lead the world to 
destruction because it will destroy itself eventually. The next use of paradox by 
Putin which also offend the Western countries can be seen below. 
Incidentally, Russia – we – are constantly being taught about democracy. But 
for some reason those who teach us do not want to learn themselves. 
(Datum 06/Pa/4) 
 
 This expression was uttered by Putin in the beginning of the speech. In this 
part of the speech, Putin was harshly criticizing the Western for not applying what 
they imposed to the Russia. He implicitly stated that the Western was imposing 
their ideological belief of democracy to Russia, yet their actions were not similar 
to what is so-called as democracy.  
 However, Putin delivered his criticism through a paradoxical expression. 
This expression can be also considered as a metaphor since Putin compared the 
Western to a teacher and the Russia to a pupil, yet the use of metaphor is not the 
main concern in this expression because Putin used metaphor only to ease his 
delivery of paradox, and to convey a deeper meaning within his expression. The 
paradox of this expression lies on the contradiction between teacher and learn. 
Teachers are supposed to learn and master what they teach to the pupil, for they 
should have a bigger and more comprehensive understanding compared to their 
pupil. If they do not, it is probably they just teach something they do not know 
about or just teach non-sense. Furthermore, those provisions of teacher cannot be 
seen on Putin‟s expression. Thus, Putin criticized the Western for not learning 
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what they imposed to the Russia and implied that the Western are hypocrite 
because, as a teacher, they did not do what they impose to Russia. 
ii) Irony  
         Similar to paradox, this type of figurative language also deals with 
contradiction. However, the contradiction in paradox lies in the relationship within 
the expression while the contradiction in irony lies in the expression and meaning 
underlying the expression. Irony is categorized into three categories, i.e. verbal 
irony, dramatic irony and irony of situation. In this speech, Putin only employs the 
irony of situation to deliver his idea. The use of irony intended to criticize the 
Western for neglecting certain treaties which can be seen as follow. 
This conference‟s structure allows me to avoid excessive politeness and the need 
to speak in roundabout, pleasant but empty diplomatic terms. 
(Datum 01/Ir/4)   
 
This expression was uttered by Putin in the very beginning of the speech. 
In this part of the speech, Putin was stating his intention to say things explicitly 
and offending the previous speaker for not doing the same thing. In addition, he 
also offended the previous speaker ironically. The expression is categorized as 
irony of situation since the previous speaker did not speak in manner which had 
been mentioned and expected by Putin. The discrepancy lies on the situation that 
is expected to be happened and the reality occurred.  
The expected conditon was the speaker should say things in clear and 
obvious way since the format of the conference allowed to do so. Yet, according to 
Putin, the previous speaker was not doing the expected manner of speaking as 
Putin wishes. Instead, he said things in roundabout way, pleasant but useless. 
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Thus, Putin viewed, by considering the format of the conference, that there was a 
discrepancy between what should be happened and what really happened in the 
situation. He also implicitly said that what was being said by the previous speaker 
was useless and did not help any issues that should be discussed. Putin also used 
irony to offend the Western for their action which can be seen as follows.  
But what is happening at the same time? Simultaneously the so-called flexible 
frontline American bases with up to five thousand men in each. It turns out 
that NATO has put its frontline forces on our borders, and we continue to strictly 
fulfil the treaty obligations and do not react to these actions at all. 
(Datum 23/Ir/4) 
 
This expression was uttered by Putin in the middle of the speech. In this 
part of the speech, he was criticizing the NATO countries for their military policy. 
He particularly mentioned the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe in 
which the Western refused to obey and ratify. He stated the discrepancy of 
situation where Russia fulfilled the treaty and the Western was not as he 
mentioned that the Russia was removing its army from certain area while the 
Western, in the contrary, filled up certain area with army which may provoke the 
Russia and break up the convention that was made.  
The expected condition is, according to Putin, the Western should remove 
its army from Russia border and fulfill the treaty strictly as Russia did. Yet, 
discrepancy found in the situation in which the Western fills up the area with army 
instead of removing it and obeying the treaty. Thus, Putin applied irony of 
situation by mentioning the treaty, its expected fulfillment, and its real fulfillment 
by the Western and comparing it to Russia‟s fulfillment. In addition, he used irony 
for the means of delivering the intended idea to the audience.  
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iii) Hyperbole  
This type of figurative language deals with the excessive use of language. 
It serves as a means for exaggerating something. Yet, one must be able to get 
inside speaker‟s mind to understand the exaggeration because nobody could make 
any certain standard whether a statement is exaggerated or not. Thus, the degree of 
exaggeration is measured by the general standard of the society. In his Munich 
Speech, hyperbole serves to exaggerate several predicted conditions as the results 
of Western policies and the policies itself. The uses of hyperbole are presented as 
follow.  
Today we are witnessing an almost uncontained hyper use of force – military 
force – in international relations, force that is plunging the world into an abyss 
of permanent conflicts. 
(Datum 07/Hy/3) 
 
This expression was uttered by Putin in the beginning of the speech. In this 
part of the speech, Putin was further criticizing the Western for their concept of 
unipolarity. He stated that the unipolarity proposed by the West, particularly the 
United States, did not possess the moral foundation for today world and causing 
more human tragedies and tension because it used military forces as its main 
instrument. Furthermore, he stated that the use of military forces by the West was 
excessive and would only bring the world to a state of conflict which exaggerated 
as an abyss of permanent conflict.  
State of conflicts, whether it is major or minor, is a reasonable and most 
possible outcome from the excessive use of military forces but not the one that 
dragging the world into an abyss permanent conflict. The exaggeration came from 
the world and abyss of permanent conflict. The whole world may suffer the effect 
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of conflict between Russia and the Western, yet they are not directly involved in 
the conflict since there are some countries that maintain neutrality in the time of 
conflict. Furthermore, even state of conflicts does exist as the outcome of military 
excessiveness, the conflict is not permanent since no country is able to maintain a 
permanent military conflict due to the limited resource and manpower. Thus, the 
expression is a hyperbole because the content of expression surpasses far beyond 
the reality. The next use of hyperbole which also criticizes the Western can be 
seen as follows.  
It results in the fact that no one feels safe. 
(Datum 11/Hy/3)  
 
This expression was utttered by Putin in the beginning of the speech. In 
this part of the speech, Putin was ellaborating the effect of miltary force excessive 
use with the disdain of international law. The combination of military force 
excessive use and the disdain of international law caused an unfavorable state 
which was exaggerated by Putin as a state where no one feels safe. Thus, the 
expression is an exaggeration since even in the time of conflict, some people still 
feel safe due to their confidence on their country‟s strength. In addition, the 
statement that was uttered by Putin was also irrational because it served as an 
effect of permanent conflict which was also irrational. Moreover, Putin also used 
another hyperbole to criticize the excessive use of military force by the Western as 
follows.  
Why should we start bombing and shooting now at every available 
opportunity? 
(Datum 16/Hy/4) 
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This expression was uttered by Putin in the beginning of the speech. In this 
part of the speech, he was further criticizing the excessive use of military force by 
the Western. He stated that the military force could only be used at the behest of 
the United Nations, not the UE or NATO. Putin used the expression to illustrate 
how the Western tended to use military force to achieve their objectives and 
implied that military force was their main means of communication in 
international relation. The expression, however, is hyperbolical because it is 
impossible for any country to use military force in any situation or any given 
opportunity because using military force is a costly way to resolve problems and 
may cause further destruction. Even though a country possesses formidable 
military force, they tend to use peaceful way to resolve their problem with the 
other and place their formidable military force as a bargaining power to impose 
their objectives to other countries, not to use it explicitly and frequently.        
2. Functions of Figurative language in Vladimir Putin’s 2007 Munich 
Speech 
Among the four functions of figurative language proposed by Perrine 
(1969), i.e. giving imaginative pleasure, bringing additional imagery, adding 
emotional intensity and saying much in brief compass, only the latter three 
occurred in the speech. One figurative language may carry more than one function 
since the functions are frequently overlapping one another. Yet, one or two 
functions usually serve as the dominant one. Based on the findings, the functions 
of saying much in brief compass is the most dominant function that occurred in the 
speech because Putin tended to simplify his idea within the use of figurative 
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language. To discuss this further, the researcher provides a section that discusses 
the functions of figurative language presented as follow.  
a. Bringing Additional Imagery 
The writers or speakers who apply figurative language also intended to 
achieve certain functions by the use of figurative language. One of the functions of 
figurative language is to bring additional imagery. Some ideas are delivered in 
manners that trigger additional imagery on audience‟ mind in order to ease the 
audience in comprehending the ideas. The findings show that only metaphor 
which triggers the audience to bring additional imagery into their mind in order to 
understand Putin‟s ideas. The discussion is presented as follows.  
In international relations we increasingly see the desire to resolve a given question 
according to so-called issues of political expediency, based on the current 
political climate. 
(Datum 10/Mt/2) 
 
 The expression is categorized as a metaphor because there is a comparison 
between condition and climate in which Putin compared political condition to the 
concept of climate that can be favorable or not. Political condition is an abstract 
thing because people usually use that term to address a state of relation between 
nations which determined by the interest of each participating nations. Meanwhile, 
climate is a state of nature, particularly related to weather and also having close 
relation to farming activity, which can be favorable or not. Then, by substituting 
the word condition with climate, Putin was able to bring additional imagery that 
the political climate he talked about was the same as the climate.  
He triggered additional imagery within the head of the audience and made 
them comprehend clearly the ideas he meant to deliver. He made the abstract 
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concept of political condition into concrete one, that political condition is a state of 
relation which can be favorable or not to the international community. Thus, by 
triggering the imagery of climate to the audience, he was able to deliver his idea 
that the international community should work together in order to overcome the 
political condition as farmers work together to overcome the climate in order to 
gain communal stability and prosperity. Putin also triggered imagery within 
audience‟s mind when he delivered his idea of economy as a competition as 
follows. 
We are ready to compete fairly. 
(Datum 27/Mt/2) 
 
The expression is categorized as a metaphor because Putin suggested the 
economic sector of European countries, including Russia, is a competition that 
somehow must be won. He criticized the Western for not being open in key 
economic sectors as Russian. Moreover, by mentioning the economy stability and 
openness in Russia, he stated that Russia was ready to join the fair economy 
competition with its fellow European.  
The expression brings an additional imagery of any form of competition to 
the audience mind and thus changes the concept of economical partnership to an 
economical competition. The additional imagery of competition within the 
audience‟s mind causes them to understand what Putin really meant to say. They 
are able to comprehend Putin‟s idea that today‟s economy sector is a competition 
which requires a winner. Yet, the competitor should compete fairly as a match 
between two football teams. Each of team will do their best to win the match but 
in fair ways or without doing any cheating on their opponent such as bribing the 
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referee or threatening their opponent violently. Then, when the match ends, they 
remain friends. Thus, by stating that expression, Putin suggested the international 
community to be fair in economic sector and put aside the use of any means which 
may cause unfairness. 
b. Increasing Emotional Intensity  
Figurative language can make the audience feel what is felt by the writer or 
speaker. By using figurative language, the writer or speaker is able to drown the 
audience into their own imagination so that they feel the way they are intended to 
feel. In his 2007 Munich Speech, Putin used certain figurative language to increase 
the audience‟s emotional intensity. He made the audience feel worried about the 
future of the world due to the excessive use of military force and the disdain of 
international law in exaggerated ways. In the other hand, he also used figurative 
language to grow the feeling of togetherness between him and the audience 
presented as follows.  
Today we are witnessing an almost uncontained hyper use of force – military 
force – in international relations, force that is plunging the world into an abyss 
of permanent conflicts. 
(Datum 07/Hy/3)  
 
This expression is categorized as a hyperbole because Putin exaggerated the 
effect of the Western excessive use of military force. By stating that the world 
would eventually drown in permanent conflict, Putin successfully transmited his 
worry to the audience. Upon hearing this expression, the audience mind will 
automatically triggered to imagine the worst conflicts they ever saw and feel its 
horror as it happened in front of them. Moreover, as a result of their imagination, 
they would be worried if the world would suffer the same fate and seek ways to 
59 
 
avoid it. Thus, by increasing emotional intensity of the audience, Putin 
successfully delivered his idea that continuous hyper use of military force would 
bring the world to the fate of destruction. In addition, Putin ellaborated his idea of 
world destruction as a result of hyper use of military force by stating the following 
expression.  
Finding a political settlement also becomes impossible. 
(Datum 8/Hy/3,4) 
 
This expression is considered as a hyperbole because there is an 
exaggeration on the effect of hyper use of military force by the Western. Putin 
further elaborated his previous expression by stating that the hyper use of military 
force would disable any peaceful attempt to restore the order since the world has 
drowned into permanent conflict. However, that kind of state is irrational because 
no country is able to withstand permanent conflicts without attempting to resolve 
it through peaceful way. In this expression, Putin was transmitting his worry to the 
audience and thus increasing the emotional intensity of the audience by delivering 
his worry in an exaggerated way. He brought the horror in his mind to the 
audience‟s mind and filled their heart with it. The image of political settlement‟s 
disability terrorized the audience and increased their emotional intensity. Thus, the 
increasing emotional intensity of the audience significantly contributes to the 
effectiveness of the delivery of Putin‟s idea. Moreover, Putin also applied 
metaphor to increase the emotional intensity of the audience. He applied metaphor 
as a means of increasing emotional intensity both in criticizing and in showing 
solidarity to the Western. The use of metaphor in increasing the emotional 
intensity of the audience can be seen as follows. 
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But we should not forget that the fall of the Berlin Wall was possible thanks 
to a historic choice – one that was also made by our people, the people of Russia – 
a choice in favour of democracy, freedom, openness and a sincere partnership 
with all the members of the big European family. 
(Datum 24/Mt/3)  
  
The expression is categorized as a metaphor because the concept of family 
in European family substitutes the concept of countries in European countries. 
Putin merged the concepts to evoke closeness and to increase the emotional 
intensity of the audience. By stating that expression, Putin explicitly declared that 
Russia intended to establish a sincere partnership with European countries, to 
those he addressed as family. He constructed the imagination of a big family to 
audience‟ mind and triggered the feeling of closeness in audience‟ heart. Then, the 
audience felt the same closeness as Putin‟s due the insertion of imagination and 
increased emotional intensity caused by the expression. Thus, Putin successfully 
shaped audience‟ understanding on his idea of sincere partnership. On the other 
hand, Putin also applied metaphor to increase the emotional intensity of the 
audience on the theme of future Cold War as follows. 
And now they are trying to impose new dividing lines and walls on us – these 
walls may be virtual but they are nevertheless dividing, ones that cut through 
our continent. 
(Datum 26/Mt/3,4) 
 
This expression is considered as a metaphor because there is a comparison 
between these walls and a sharp-edged thing that is able to make incision to 
something. The expression talked about the walls which referred to NATO‟s 
policies and compared to thing to cut something. The illustration of splitted 
European continent by the future Cold War caused worry on the audience because 
their imagination was dragged back to the time when the continent suffered the 
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same fate. Then, the illustration increased the emotional intensity of the audience 
as a result of the image in their mind. Thus, by successfully filling the audience‟ 
heart with worry and horror of the future Cold War, Putin‟s warning of future Cold 
War as the result of NATO‟s policies was successfully delivered.                   
c. Saying Much in Brief Compass  
Saying things in an unordinary way can also mean that the speakers or 
writers intended to simplify his idea within their use of figurative language. 
Figurative language is a means of concentration, to say much in brief compass. It 
eases the audience to comprehend the idea by a certain use of figurative language. 
In Vladimir Putin‟s 2007 Munich Speech, certain types of figurative language 
serve to say much in brief compass in order to avoid monotony in his speech and 
to make his speech memorable as presented as follows.  
And, just like any war, the Cold War left us with live ammunition, figuratively 
speaking. 
(Datum 03/Mt/4) 
 
The expression is considered as a metaphor because the term live 
ammunition was compared to the legacies left by the Cold War. Further, Putin 
mentioned double standard and ideological stereotypes are two main legacies of 
the Cold War which he compared to live ammunition. By the use of the 
metaphorical expression, he avoided the long and detailed explanation of the 
condition left by the Cold War which could explode at any time and initiate global 
conflict similar to the Cold War.  
The legacy of Cold War includes the long-lasting disputes between North 
Korea and South Korea, the fragile political stability at Eastern Europe, the 
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unresolved conflicts at Middle-East and Northern Africa, and continuous 
ideological conflicts at South America. Moreover, the rise of China, Brazil and 
India as the new leading power in international relationship, somehow, is seen as a 
threat for the Western traditional leading countries such as the United States, 
Japan, the United Kingdom, Germany and France since they establish a close 
relationship to Russia. Thus, the legacy of Cold War resembles the quality of 
living ammunition as it may explode at anytime and cause global conflicts. 
Rather than explaining those conditions, Putin preferred to apply metaphorical 
expression of living ammunition to simplify his idea but still able to deliver it 
efficiently. Metaphor as a means of saying much in brief compass can also be seen 
as follows.  
Of course such a policy stimulates an arms race. 
(Datum 13/Mt/4) 
 
This expression is considered as a metaphor because the phrase an arms 
race substitutes the condition stimulated by the policy. The policy meant by Putin 
is the policy of imposing economic, political, cultural and educational system to 
other countries by the United States. The policy was viewed by Putin as a threat 
for others‟ sovereignty and encouraged them to strengthen their military force in 
order to gain sufficient power in countering the policy. In addition, the disdain of 
international law also encouraged countries to strengthen their military force 
because they thought that the only one to protect their interests were themselves. 
Then, an increased strength of military force of a country indirectly encourages the 
other countries to do so to ensure the balance of political and military power in 
international affair. As a result, more and more countries strengthen their military 
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power and it can cause conflict because no law is sufficient to regulate them. Thus, 
rather than explaining in chronological order the effect of the United States‟ 
policy, Putin chose to briefly summarize his idea but not losing its core idea. Putin 
also summarized his idea of dynamic political changes in international relationship 
as follows.  
Especially since the international landscape is so varied and changes so 
quickly – changes in light of the dynamic development in a whole number 
of countries and regions. 
(Datum 15/Mt/4) 
 
The expression is categorized as a metaphor because Putin compared the 
condition of international politics to a landscape. The various topographical 
features of landscape and continuous process of changes as the quality of 
landscape compared to international politics because, according to Putin, they 
shared the same quality. The expression served as a vehicle to briefly deliver the 
Putin‟s idea of international politics dynamicity. In Putin‟s opinion, international 
politics compromises complexity of various interests and changes. As illustrated 
by the word landscape, many countries with various continuously-changing 
interests and diplomatic power joined in an international dialogue to accommodate 
their interests. In addition, the frequent change of military and economical 
alliances as a result of developed interests increase the complexity of international 
politics. Thus, rather than explaining the detailed information of what 
compromises the condition of international politics, Putin chose to say it in brief 
compass and avoided a long and monotony explanation. Moreover, Putin also 
applied simile to say much in brief compass as follows. 
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Because no one can feel that international law is like a stone wall that will 
protect them. 
 (Datum 12/Si/4) 
 
This expression is categorized as a simile because the explicit comparison 
between international law to stone wall is indicated by the words is and like. The 
use of simile within the utterance plays a significant role in saying much in brief 
compass. The expression implies the quality of a stone wall which should 
possessed by the international law. In detailed explanation, it means that 
international law should be made of treaties and policies that ensure global 
stability. Moreover, international law should be favorable to all the member of 
international community since it is conducted to accommodate their interests and 
defend their sovereignty. In addition, no one possesses the right to break the 
international law because breaking the law makes the international community 
vulnerable to threat. Thus, by using simile as a means of delivering ideas, Putin 
avoided long explanation and made his idea easy to remember by simply stating 
international law is like a stone wall. Along with metaphor and simile, 
personification as a means of saying much in brief compass can be seen as 
follows.  
And, just like any war, the Cold War left us with live ammunition, figuratively 
speaking. 
 (Datum 02/Pe/4) 
 
This expression is considered as a personification because the Cold War 
was given the human quality of inheriting or the ability to pass possession to the 
descendant. The expression was intended to say much in brief compass because 
Putin simplified the process of ideological clashes in Cold War and its effect by 
the use of personification. The process of passing possession did not occurred as 
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simple as inheriting possession in human society. It required long and fierce 
clashes in various fields. The process was begun with imposing ideology to 
intended countries through the means of economy, military, or culture. Then, the 
imposer fabricated and shaped the perspective of the imposed countries to serve 
their interests. Last, the imposer installed government loyal only to the imposer in 
order to maintain their dominance over the imposed countries. Those actions 
nevertheless caused unrest within the imposed countries because the rival imposer 
also struggled to impose their ideology over the same countries. Even tough the 
USSR had collapsed and followed by the dissolution of Warsaw Pact, the clashes 
of ideology did not ceased. The term the Cold War left us with live ammunition, 
referred to the above process of imposing ideology. Thus, rather saying those 
process in long and monotony utterances, Putin decided to use personification to 
simplify his idea but not losing the idea he meant to deliver. Putin also appeared to 
apply synecdoche to say much in brief compass which presented as follows.  
One state and, of course, first and foremost the United States, has overstepped 
its national borders in every way. 
(Datum 09/Sy/4) 
 
This expression is categorized as a synecdoche by the use of the whole (the 
United States) to refer its part (the government of the United States). The use of 
synecdoche intended to say much in brief compass which is to briefly deliver 
Putin‟s idea to the audience. What he meant by stating the United States was not 
the whole aspects of the country, it referred only to its government and the policies 
conducted by the government. Putin implied that the government of the United 
States had conducted policies which extended far beyond its jurisdiction. 
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Moreover, Putin viewed the policies as an act of imposing its interests to other 
countries by the use of its economy and military power. In other words, the United 
States was interfering the internal affair of other countries in order to, according to 
Putin, impose its interests and legal system. Thus, by simply uttering the United 
States has overstepped its border in every way, Putin successfully delivered his 
view of the United States briefly and effectively. The other use of synecdoche to 
say much in brief compass can be seen as follows.  
Russia intends to strictly fulfil the obligations it has taken on. 
(Datum 18/Sy/4) 
 
The expression is categorized as a synecdoche by the use of the whole 
(Russia as a country) to represent its part (Russian government). The use of 
synecdoche within this expression intended to say much in brief compass. Putin 
simply stated that the whole Russia agreed and intended to fulfill the obligations 
rather than mentioned each aspect constituted the decision. He avoided the 
detailed explanation of the process of discussing such decision within the Russian 
government, the considerations of taking such decision, and the real decision-
maker of the policy. Thus, Putin successfully delivered his idea in a brief way and 
avoided unnecessary explanation to the audience. In Vladimir Putin‟s 2007 
Munich Speech, paradox also found to say much in brief compass.  
And at the end of the day this is pernicious not only for all those within this 
system, but also for the sovereign itself because it destroys itself from within. 
(Datum 04/pa/4)              
           
The expression is categorized as a paradox because there is a contradiction 
within the utterance. The contradiction is obvious by the notion of a system which 
is harmful for those within the system and would eventually destroy itself from 
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within. In this expression, Putin chose to say his idea in paradox to ease the 
audience in comprehending his view on unipolarity. Putin thought that it was 
impossible for one country to gain authority over the globe due to the vast 
landmass, population, cultural differences and various interests. Even tough one is 
able to gain authority over the globe, conflicts will soon emerged due to the 
clashes of interests among those within the system. Then, it ended up in global 
conflicts because the sovereign cannot accommodate the interests of all. In 
addition, it also had no relation with democracy since democracy, according to 
Putin, was the power of the majority in light of the minority. Then, as Putin stated, 
the system of unipolarity is harmful for those within the system and would 
eventually destroy itself from within. Thus, rather than providing the audience 
with long explanation, Putin chose to say it in brief and easy way but still made his 
view on unipolarity delivered effectively. Then, irony is also found as a means of 
saying much in brief compass as follows.  
This conference‟s structure allows me to avoid excessive politeness and the need 
to speak in roundabout, pleasant but empty diplomatic terms. 
 (Datum 01/Ir/4) 
 
This expression is categorized as an irony of situation due to the existing 
discrepancy between the expected condition and the reality. By mentioning the 
structure of the conference, Putin implied that he expected all the speakers spoke 
honestly about international security problems. Yet, his expectation seemed to 
cease due to the previous speakers whom spoke untruthfully. Furthermore, he 
chose to deliver his view on previous speakers by using irony of situation rather 
than explaining in detail how the previous speakers being untruthful while 
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delivering their speeches. He only mentioned the Italian Defence Minister in 
which the minister‟s idea was in opposite to him. Thus, the irony applied by Putin 
was intended to say much in brief compass or to ease the audience to comprehend 
the core of his idea and intention. Least, Putin also appeared to apply hyperbole in 
order to say much in brief compass as follows. 
Why should we start bombing and shooting now at every available 
opportunity? 
(Datum 16/Hy/4)  
 
The expression is categorized as a hyperbole due to the exaggeration of the 
hyper-use of military force by the Western. The hyperbolical expression was 
intended to say much in brief compass. Putin avoided explaining the military use 
of the Western which he viewed as excessive such as the Gulf War or the Afghan 
War. In addition, he did not mention the act of mobilizing armed forces near 
Russian border even tough he eventually mentioned it in other part of the speech. 
Putin also implied that the United States was using military force as a diplomatic 
tool to gain their interests. In other words, they imposed their interests on other 
countries by the use of military force in field of diplomacy or actually use it to 
invade other countries. Moreover, Putin also implied that the United States was 
involved indirectly on other countries‟ internal conflicts by supporting certain side 
with military equipment or even dispatching troops there. Thus, by using 
hyperbole, Putin was able to deliver his view on the United States military use 
which he thought as excessive in a brief and efficient way.  
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3. Responses of the Audience Towards Vladimir Putin’s 2007 Munich 
Speech 
 
The speech was considered as the toughest speech ever delivered by a 
leader of Russia by the time of its delivery. High degree of criticism which 
delivered by the means of figurative language or common language towards the 
United States and the Western world is the main factor for its notorious 
recognition. However, the use of figurative language proved to be effective which 
is indicated by its usage by figures and media in describing Putin‟s ideas. 
Moreover, the speech obtained global attention and invited various responses both 
by the participants of the conference and figures around the globe. Generally, the 
responses can be classified in two types of response: negative responses toward 
the speech and positive responses toward the speech. 
a. Negative responses toward the speech 
Several United States and NATO‟s prominent figures were present in the 
conference such as Robert Gates, US Secretary of Defense, John McCain, US 
Senator, and Jaap de Hoop Scheffer, NATO Secretary General. By the aftermath 
of the conference, Oliver Rolofs, Press Spokeperson and Head of Communication 
of Munich Security Conference, wrote in Munich Security Conference official 
website in the Top News section an opinion entitled A Breeze of Cold War: 
Vladimir Putin’s inflammatory speech terrifies the audience at the Munich 
Security Conference 2007. In his opinion, Rolofs stated that the speech delivered 
by Putin, who participated for the first time, brought the horror of Cold War to the 
audience. He mentioned several Putin‟s figurative expressions to describe the 
speech and termed them as a massive criticism towards the United States. Robert 
70 
 
Gates, US Secretary of Defense and former head of CIA, simply stated that, “One 
Cold War was quite enough.” The following expression is the highlight of Gates‟ 
response.  
Incidentally, Russia – we – are constantly being taught about democracy. But 
for some reason those who teach us do not want to learn themselves. 
(Datum 06/Pa/4)    
In this paradoxical expression, Putin criticized the Western for not 
applying democracy as they taught democracy to Russia. Yet, Gates responded, as 
quoted by Thom Shanker in The New York Times dated on February 12, 2007, 
that, “it seems clear that totalitarianism was defeated as much by ideas the West 
championed then…” and went on by stating, “these values kept our side united, 
and inspired those on the other side,” which implies that Putin‟s accusation went 
inaccurate since democracy is a means of uniting and inspiring. Putin‟s comment 
also invited response from Gordon Johndroe, the press secretary for the White 
House National Security Council, as quoted by Louis Charbonneau Reuters.com, 
“We are surprised and disappointed with President Putin‟s comments. His 
accusations are wrong.” Further, US Senator John McCain also responded to the 
following expression.  
I am convinced that we have reached that decisive moment when we must 
seriously think about the architecture of global security. 
(Datum 14/Mt/4) 
 
In this metaphorical expression, Putin asked the audience and particularly 
the United States‟ representative to sit and discuss the whole aspects that may 
ensure the global security. Yet, US Senator John McCain responded, as quoted by 
Rob Watson in BBC.com dated on February 10, 2007, that, “Moscow must 
understand that it cannot enjoy a genuine partnership with the West so long as its 
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actions at home and abroad conflict so fundamentally with the core values of 
Euro-Atlantic democracies,” which implicitly refute Putin‟s intention to discuss 
the aspects of global security. Instead, McCain implied that Russia has not yet 
learn what democracy is by stating that Russia‟s actions are conflicting the core 
values of Euro-Atlantic democracies. Moreover, McCain also denied Putin‟s idea 
of United States‟ unipolarity and Putin‟s idea of big European family as he 
further stated, “In today's multi-polar world, there is no place for needless 
confrontation, and I would hope that Russian leaders understand this truth,” in 
which he implied that Russia should change its policies to avoid further 
confrontation and to adopt with Western democracy. 
Furthermore, in Putin‟s 2007 Munich Speech, he also criticized the United 
States for plunging the world into an abyss of permanent conflicts and 
overstepped its national borders in every way which invited another response 
from US Secretary of State, Condoleezza Rice. The Washington Post‟s columnist 
named Anne Applebaum quoted Rice‟s response in her opinion entitled Our 
Strange Devotion to Kremlin dated on February 20, 2007. Rice repoted to 
response, “I have a difficult time explaining that speech. It doesn‟t accord with 
either the world as we see it nor with the character of our interaction with Russia,” 
in which implied her disapproval toward Putin‟s criticism of US‟s actions. Beside 
negative responses, there are also positives responses from figures and media 
throughout the globe as following. 
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b. Positive responses toward the speech 
Even tough the speech invited several negative responses throughout the 
world due to its criticism, some figures, particularly those with strong ties with 
Russia, considered the speech not as a reproach against the Western world but 
rather an invitation to reconsider the structure of international community and 
how it supposed to be. Louis Charbonneau, a columnist from Reuters.com also 
quoted a statement from Kremlin spokesman, Dmitry Peskov, that, “This is not 
about confrontation. It‟s an invitation to think,” in which implied that Putin‟s 
Munich Speech was not merely criticizing the Western world, but showing how he 
see the world, particularly the Western world, in relation to Russia‟s interest and 
how to fuse them into harmony. He implied that Putin was inviting the leaders of 
the Western world to rethink about what is so called as architecture of global 
security to ensure their mutual safety and cooperation.  
Moreover, Boris Kaimakov also gave a positive response toward the 
speech trough his opinion in Sputnik.com entitled Is the arms race back? The 
opinion stated that Putin was never intended to start a new Cold War, instead 
Putin was intended to start a calm discussion about the recent condition of global 
security. He further stated that Putin‟s criticism of an arms race and start 
shooting and bombing at every available opportunity were not emerging from 
abyss, he stated that those criticism were equipped with fact by mentioning the 
„ballooning‟ United States‟ military expenditure since the time of Korean War. 
Thus, in line with previous response of the speech, Boris implied that Putin was 
only revealing what was happening lately in international community and wanting 
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a calm and peaceful discussion to resolve the recent condition, not to start another 
Cold War.  
In line with those two positive responses, Sergei Lavrov, the Foreign 
Minister of Russian Federation, also wrote his positive opinion on 
thewashingtonpost.com dated on February 25, 2007 entitled One Cold War was 
Enough. He supported his president speech and denied that the speech was 
intended to start another Cold War. In addition, he also stated that the speech was 
not a criticism toward the United States or proposing Russia as the counterbalance 
of the United States‟ role in today‟s international relation. He further supported 
and amplified his president‟s idea of sincere partnership of big European family 
by stating that, “At a time when Russia is ready and eager to play a positive role 
in world affairs and integrate into the global economy, it does far more harm than 
good to treat Russia as a hostile nation whenever Moscow and Washington 
disagree.” His expression implied that Russia was now ready to start sincere 
partnership with those of Western world, in particular, and the whole international 
community, in general. He also supported the ideas of a system which destroys 
itself from within and abyss of permanent conflicts by stating, “History shows 
that this has been attempted repeatedly but has never worked. Recent unilateral 
actions have not resolved problems but actually exacerbated them and created new 
hotbeds of tension,” which also implied his concern toward the unilateral use of 
military force and how it worsening the world‟s  condition. 
Furthermore, Vladimir Putin‟s 2007 Munich Speech also had a long term 
effect as seen in an opinion written by Francis Boyle, a professor of international 
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law of University of Illinois, at Sputnik.com dated on February 12, 2016 entitled 
Putin’s Prophetic 2007 Warnings in Munich All Coming True. Nine years after 
the speech was delivered, Boyle frankly stated that, “I read the 2007 speech when 
[Putin] first delivered it and pretty much agreed with everything he had to say. 
Now the US/NATO confrontation against Russia has become even worse and 
more dangerous.” He was not supporting or denying Putin‟s criticism in the 
speech. Instead, he provided evidences of how the United States attempted to 
seize the domination of world‟s hydrocarbon and NATO‟s expansion through 
central Europe which resulted in arms race and abyss of permanent conflicts. 
Then, drawing conclusion from two types of response given by various 
figures and media, Vladimir Putin‟s 2007 Munich Speech has made such an 
impact to the international community. Generally, the responses divided into two, 
the negative one which sees the speech as a sign of Russia‟s intention to start a 
new Cold War and the positive one which sees the speech as an invitation to think 
and discuss the recent global condition though the criticism of late Western 
world‟s actions. Thus, Putin‟s figurative expressions are used to refer his main 
ideas of the speech.        
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CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS 
In this last chapter, the researcher provides the conclusions of the findings 
and discussion presented in the previous chapter. As stated in Chapter I, there are 
three research objectives which are to identify the types of figurative language 
applied in Vladimir Putin’s 2007 Munich Speech, to reveal the functions of 
figurative language applied in the speech, and to reveal the effectiveness of the 
use of figurative language applied in the speech. Therefore, the researcher draws 
the conclusions based on these three research objectives.  
  The first conclusion is to answer the first objective of the research. Seven 
types of figurative language are found in Putin 2007 Munich Speech. They are 
metaphor, simile, personification, synecdoche, paradox, irony and hyperbole. 
Putin seems to favor indirect comparison rather than direct comparison since 
metaphor is the most dominant figurative language applied in the speech. In 
expressing metaphor, Putin explicitly mentions the things being compared as well 
as the metaphorical expressions within his utterances. Through the use of 
metaphor in his 2007 Munich Speech, Putin eases the ideas digestion and creates a 
more striking meaning of his ideas.  
Even though metaphor is dominant, simile is also applied to deliver his 
comparison. By directly comparing two concepts within his utterances, Putin is 
able to make his ideas clearer to the audience and thus helps the audience in 
comprehending his ideas. In addition, personification is also applied in the speech 
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to humanize certain concept or condition. By the use of personification, Putin is 
able to ease the audience to digest his ideas. 
The next type of figurative language found in the speech is synecdoche. 
Through the use of synecdoche, Putin is able to emphasize the role of the part he 
mentions. On the other hand, he also achieves simplicity when stating the whole 
for the part. Next, Paradox is also found in the speech as he deliberately 
contradicts two concepts within his expressions. The contradicting concepts 
trigger the audience to take extra examination in revealing its true meaning. By 
the use of paradox, Putin is able to show his attitude and view toward certain 
issues and themes. Moreover, irony is also found in the speech. By showing the 
discrepancy between his expectation and the reality, he is able to criticize the 
other for their action and to show his attitude towards certain issues. Last, 
hyperbole is also found in his speech. He exaggerates a certain possible result of 
certain conditions to convince the audience to adopt his view and attitude toward 
certain issue. 
The second conclusion is to answer the second objective of the research. 
In his 2007 Munich Speech, only three out of four functions of figurative language 
are found, i.e. bringing additional imagery, increasing emotional intensity, and 
saying much in brief compass. The function of bringing additional imagery can 
only be carried by metaphor since the speech, which is a political speech, rarely 
deals with the audience’s exercise of imagination. Next, the function of increasing 
emotional intensity is applied by Putin in his metaphorical and hyperbolical 
expressions to direct the audience attention toward certain issues and to evoke 
77 
 
Putin’s intended emotion toward those issues. The last function, saying much in 
brief compass, is the most dominant function applied in the speech since Putin 
intends to simplify his ideas into brief but still meaningful expression. It is found 
in all types of figurative language applied in the speech because figurative 
language can deliver ideas in not ordinary ways without losing the meaning 
intended to deliver.      
 The third conclusion is to answer the last objective of the research. The speech 
invited responses from various figures and media throughout the globe. Generally, 
the responses are divided into two, negative responses which see the speech as a 
pure criticism and the sign of Russia’s future foreign policy; and the positive ones 
which see the speech as an invitation to rethink and discuss the future of 
international community. Moreover, the figurative expressions used by Putin are 
frequently quoted by the audience to refer the idea of the speech. Thus, Putin was 
able to transmit his ideas through the use of figurative language in his speech. 
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Appendix 1. Data Sheet of Types and Function of Figurative Language in Vladimir Putin’s 2007 Munich Speech 
 
a =  Metaphor  g = Symbol  1 = To give imaginative pleasure 
b =  Simile   h = Allegory 2 = To bring additional imagery 
c = Personification  i = Paradox  3 = To increase emotional intensity 
d = Apostrophe  j = Irony  4 = To say much in brief compass 
e =  Synecdoche   k = Litotes 
f =  Metonymy  l = Hyperbole 
 
01 = Number of Datum 
Ir   = Types of Figurative Language 
4    = Functions of Figurative Language 
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Code 
 
Data 
Types Functions   
Explanation 
a b c d e f g h i j k l 1 2 3 4 
01/Ir/4 This conference’s 
structure allows me to 
avoid excessive 
politeness and the need 
to speak in roundabout, 
pleasant but empty 
diplomatic terms. 
         √      √ Putin applies irony of situation in the expression because he intends to 
offend the previous speaker of the conference, the Italian Defense 
Minister. The expression considered as irony of situation because he 
states a discrepancy of situation in his expression. In a condition where 
people may speak what they really want to say, the Italian Defence 
minister chose, according to Putin, to speak untruthfully. This expression 
intended to say much in brief compass. Putin no need to explain in detail 
how non-sense the previous speaker’s speech. By saying such expression 
he is able to make it short and clear. 
02/Pe/
4 
And, just like any war, 
the Cold War left us 
with live ammunition 
    
√ 
           √ The use of personification is revealed in this expression by the use of the 
term left. The use of left personifies the Cold War as it was human that is 
able to pass legacies to the descendant. This expression is intended to say 
much in brief compass. Rather than saying what it is the effect of the 
Cold War in present days, Putin choose to say it in simple way.  
03/Mt/
4 
And, just like any war, 
the Cold War left us with 
live ammunition 
√               √ Putin compares live ammunition to any legacies that may left by the Cold 
War era. Even tough the Cold War was ended, but it not really ended 
because it left legacies to the world. He implies that the legacies are very 
dangerous as he states it as ammunition that is living which means that it 
may explode in anytime. The expression intended to say much in brief 
compass. Instead of saying in detail any effects left by the Cold War, 
Putin uses metaphorical expression to make it brief and clear. 
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Code 
 
Data 
Types Functions  Explanation 
a b c d e f g h i j k l 1 2 3 4 
04/Pa/
4 
And at the end of the day 
this is pernicious not 
only for all those within 
this system, but also for 
the sovereign itself 
because it destroys itself 
from within. 
 
        √       √ Putin says a paradoxical expression by contradicting system and 
sovereign to destroying itself. He wants to warn the audiences that 
unipolar system will not work properly as it will lead the international 
community to destruction.  This expression intended to say much in brief 
compass. Instead of saying in detail what the system of unipolarity may 
cause, he says it briefly. 
 
 
 
05/Sy/
4 
Incidentally, Russia – we 
– are constantly being 
taught about 
democracy 
  √ 
 
 √           √ This expression is categorized as synecdoche since the whole (Russia) 
represents the part (Russia Government). It is not the whole people of 
Russia who are being taught about democracy, but it only those who sit 
on the government. This expression is intended to say much in brief 
compass. Rather than telling the audiences the process of communism 
downfall which resulted in the dissolution of USSR, Putin simplifies the 
tale by applying synecdoche in his speech. 
 
 
 
 
06/Pa/
4 
But for some reason 
those who teach us do 
not want to learn 
themselves. 
 
        √       √ Putin applies paradox within his statement by contradicting those who 
teach to do not want to learn themselves. The passage seems irrational 
because teachers (the West) must learn what they teach. Thus, this 
passage conveys a deeper meaning that the West was teaching something 
they did not understand or just forcing Russia to be as the West wanted. 
This expression intended to give brief explanation to the audience.   
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Code Data Types Functions Explanation 
a b c d e f g h i j k l 1 2 3 4 
07/Hy
/3 
Today we are witnessing 
an almost uncontained 
hyper use of force – 
military force – in 
international relations,  
force that is plunging the 
world into an abyss of 
permanent conflicts 
           √   √  Putin exaggerates the international conflict that may happen by 
hyperbolically states an abyss of permanent conflict to state that the 
future will hold.  He implies that the hyper use of military force would 
only bring the world the unimagined destruction. The hyperbolical 
statement said by Putin makes the audiences feel greater emotion 
intensity at the moment. They will feel much worried by Putin 
illustration of abyss of permanent conflict.  
 
 
 
 
08/Hy
/3,4 
Finding a political 
settlement also becomes 
impossible. 
           √   √ √ Putin further exaggerates the effect of world conflict by the use of 
hyperbolical expression. It implies what the world would be, how 
chaotic the world would be due to continuous conflict as a result of Cold 
War’s legacies. The expression further suggests worried in audiences’ 
feeling because they also feel what Putin thinks and feels about future 
world. This expression is also intended to say much in brief compass. 
Rather than explaining in details the political suffering that may happen 
to the world, Putin efficiently delivers his idea by using a hyperbolical 
expression. 
 
 
09/Sy/
4 
One state and, of course, 
first and foremost the 
United States, has 
overstepped its national 
borders in every way. 
  √  √           √ The United States was never really overstepped its border. It is the 
government and its policies that overstepped its border. Thus, Putin 
applies synecdoche since the United States represents the government of 
the United States (Whole for the part).  Rather than saying in details 
what the policies and actions were taken by the United States, he prefers 
to use synecdoche in order to make it brief and effective.    
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Code Data Types Functions Explanation 
a b c d e f g h i j k l 1 2 3 4 
10/Mt/
2 
In international relations 
we increasingly see the 
desire to resolve a given 
question according to so-
called issues of political 
expediency, based on 
the current political 
climate. 
√             √   Putin compares climate to the current international political condition. 
He metaphorically triggers the audiences’ mind by bringing the concept 
of climate fused with politic, and thus create a new meaning that today’s 
political condition is a climate that may be favorable or not. The 
metaphorical expression intended to bring additional imagery, to bring 
the abstract concept of political condition to a concrete one with the 
fused meaning of political climate. Putin is able to make the audiences 
comprehend his idea of political condition and make it clearer by stating 
that political condition is something that may be favorable or not.  
11/Hy
/3 
It results in the fact that 
no one feels safe 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
           √   √  The expression is hyperbolical because he exaggerates result of the 
excessive use of military force into a state of chaos that make people 
cannot feel safe. The hyperbolical expression applied in order to increase 
emotional intensity on the grave condition of the world, to increase 
worry among the audiences. 
 
12/Si/
4 
Because no one can feel 
that international law is 
like a stone wall that 
will protect them. 
 √              √ The explicit comparison of stone wall to international law obviously 
shows that Putin applies simile in the expression. He implies that the 
international law also possesses the quality of protecting as stone wall 
possesses. He suggests that international law should possess the quality 
protecting each interest of international community as stone wall protects 
all people within the city. The expression is intended to say much in 
brief compass since Putin prefer to bring comparison in his expression 
rather than explaining in detail what international law really is.        
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Code Data Types Functions Explanation 
a b c D e f g h i j k l 1 2 3 4 
13/Mt/
4 
Of course such a policy 
stimulates an arms race. 
 
√               √ The phrase of an arms race is metaphorical since it is compared to the 
possible effect of the United States’ policy. Putin wants to say that the 
policy would only drive the other countries to strengthen their military 
power more and more so then it looks like a race. The phrase serves as a 
brief way to say what Putin really meant to say. 
14/Mt/
4 
I am convinced that we 
have reached that 
decisive moment when 
we must seriously think 
about the architecture 
of global security. 
√               √ Putin applies metaphor in the phrase the architecture of global security 
by comparing the architecture to treaties and policies should be made in 
order to ensure the global security. He intends to say much in brief 
compass by using the architecture rather than explains in detail what 
global security supposed to be and made of. 
15/Mt/
4 
Especially since the 
international landscape 
is so varied and changes 
so quickly – changes in 
light of the dynamic 
development in a whole 
number of countries and 
regions. 
√               √ This expression is categorized as metaphor because what Putin really 
meant of international landscape is the condition of international 
politics. He compares the concept of landscape’s dynamicity to the 
political condition that is also dynamic and may change at anytime.  
Putin wants to say much in brief compass. Rather than explaining in 
detail the condition of international politics, he prefers to deliver his idea 
in metaphorical expression of international landscape so then the 
audiences comprehend his idea of the dynamic international condition.   
16/Hy
/4 
Why should we start 
bombing and shooting 
now at every available 
opportunity? 
           √    √ Putin exaggerates his opinion of the Western excessive use of military 
force by stating such expression. He exaggerates the excessiveness of the 
Western by hyperbolically saying that they are now even shooting and 
bombing at any available opportunity while such thing is impossible and 
irrelevant. He intends to say much in brief compass. Rather than 
explaining in details how excessively the Western in using their military 
force, he is able to make it short and clear by using a hyperbolical 
expression. 
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Code Data Types Functions Explanation 
a b c D e f g h i j k l 1 2 3 4 
17/Sy/
4 
Russia supports the 
renewal of dialogue on 
this important question. 
 
    √           √ This expression is categorized as synecdoche since Russia represents the 
government of the Russia Federation, not the whole aspect of the 
country. This expression is able to say much in brief compass. Rather 
than stating in detail who actually supporting, Putin able to make it clear 
that the whole Russia support it. 
 
 
 
 
18/Sy/
4 
Russia intends to strictly 
fulfil the obligations it 
has taken on. 
    √           √ Putin applies synecdoche in this expression since he uses the phrase 
Russia intends to to represents the whole for the part (Russia 
Government). The synecdoche phrase is intended to say much in brief 
compass. Rather than saying who really the decision-maker of such 
decision, Putin chooses to make it brief by mentioning Russia as a 
whole.  
 
 
 
 
 
19/Si/
4 
And if today the new 
American Defence 
Minister declares that the 
United States will not 
hide these superfluous 
weapons in warehouse 
or, as one might say, 
under a pillow or under 
the blanket, then I 
suggest that we all rise 
and greet this declaration 
standing 
 √              √ The expression is categorized as simile because there is an obvious 
comparison within the expression by the use of as. The main concept of 
the compared expression is hiding something in order to deceive other. 
Putin is able to say much in brief compass by comparing those two 
expressions, rather than explaining the process of hiding such 
superfluous weapons. 
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Code Data Types Functions Explanation 
a b c D e f g h i j k l 1 2 3 4 
20/Sy/
4 
Russia strictly 
adheres to and intends 
to further adhere to the 
Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons as 
well as the multilateral 
supervision regime for 
missile technologies. 
    √           √ The phrase Russia strictly adheres to is categorized as synecdoche since 
it represents the whole (Russia as a whole) for the part (Russia 
Government). The phrase is intended to say much in brief compass since 
it simplifies the complex explanation of Russia’s decision maker into a 
brief one. 
21/Sy/
4 
In Russia’s opinion, the 
militarisation of outer 
space could have 
unpredictable 
consequences for the 
international community, 
and provoke nothing less 
than the beginning of a 
nuclear era 
    √           √ The expression is categorized as synecdoche the opinion does not belong 
to the whole Russia but only its government. Thus, the whole (Russia) 
represents the part (Russia Government). This expression intended to say 
much in brief compass. Rather than saying who is actually giving the 
opinion, Putin effectively delivers his idea by using the Russia as the 
whole Russia have the same opinion.  
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Code Data Types Functions Explanation 
a b c D e f g h i j k l 1 2 3 4 
22/Pe/
4 
In Russia’s opinion, the 
militarisation of outer 
space could have 
unpredictable 
consequences for the 
international community, 
and provoke nothing 
less than the beginning of 
a nuclear era 
  √ 
√ 
            √ Putin personifies the militarization of outer space by giving it the human 
quality of provoking. Putin suggests that the militarization of outer space 
will bring the world into further destructive conflicts. Rather than 
explaining the effects of the militarization and how it triggers the other 
nations to do so which may lead to further conflicts, Putin uses 
personification to say much in brief compass.    
23/Ir/4 But what is happening at 
the same time? 
Simultaneously the so-
called flexible frontline 
American bases with up 
to five thousand men in 
each. It turns out that 
NATO has put its 
frontline forces on our 
borders, and we continue 
to strictly fulfill the 
treaty obligations and do 
not react to these actions 
at all. 
         √      √ This expression is categorized as irony of situation since Putin mentions 
the discrepancy between the expected policy taken by U.S. in fulfilling 
the treaty and what was really done by the U.S. This figure of speech is 
intended to say much in brief compass. Putin chooses to simplify the 
action taken by the U.S. in breaking the treaty by only mentioning one 
example of it rather than saying all the detailed explanation of all actions 
taken by the U.S.  
 
 
24/Mt/
3 
But we should not forget 
that the fall of the Berlin 
Wall was possible thanks 
to a historic choice – one 
that was also made by 
our people, the people of 
Russia – a choice in 
favour of democracy, 
freedom, openness and a 
√              √  The expression with all the members of the big European family is 
categorized as metaphor because there is a comparison within the 
expression. Putin compares the European countries as a family. Thus, he 
creates a new meaning of European countries to European family. The 
metaphorical expression is intended to add emotional intensity on the 
reader; to show the closeness of relations and to make them feel like they 
are all actually family.   
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sincere partnership with 
all the members of the 
big European family. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
25/Mt/
4 
And now they are trying 
to impose new dividing 
lines and walls on us 
√               √ The phrase new dividing lines and wall on us is metaphorical since it is 
compared to the policies taken by NATO. Putin thinks that the policies 
taken by NATO would only bring the European countries into a state 
similar to the time of Cold War. Thus, he resembles the policies taken by 
NATO countries as lines and walls that divide the European family, 
specifically, and the whole international community, generally. Putin 
intends to say much in brief compass. He chooses to say his idea in 
simplified expression by applying metaphorical expression to avoid a 
long explanation of what are the policies are.      
 
 
 
26/Mt/
2 
these walls may be 
virtual but they are 
nevertheless dividing, 
ones that cut through 
our continent 
√   
 
 
           √ √ The expression is categorized as metaphor because there is a comparison 
between the walls to a sharp-edged thing that is able to make incision to 
something.  Thus, Putin creates a new meaning of walls that cuts while 
walls refers to policies taken by NATO countries that creates separation 
within the big European family.  By saying that expression, Putin 
intensifies the feeling of worried to the heart of the audiences since it 
reminds them of Cold War. Furthermore, Putin avoids a long and 
monotone explanation because he briefly says that the policies lead only 
to separation instead of explaining the policies in detail.  
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Code Data Types Functions Explanation 
a b c d e f g h i j k l 1 2 3 4 
27/Mt/
2 
We are ready to 
compete fairly. 
 
√             √   The expression is categorized as metaphor since Putin compares the 
economic sector of Russia and other European countries as a competition 
by stating to compete fairly. The expression intended to bring additional 
imagery. It brings the imagery the competition to make the abstract thing 
of economic sector to a more concrete one.   
28/Sy/
4 
People are trying to 
transform the OSCE into 
a vulgar instrument 
designed to promote the 
foreign policy interests of 
one or a group of 
countries 
    √           √ Synecdoche is applied in this expression because people are trying is not 
literally people of OSCE but a few who lead the OSCE (the whole 
represents the part). This expression intended to say much in brief 
compass. Rather than mentioning the decision-maker in the OSCE is, 
Putin chooses to say in simplified way by using synecdoche.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Vladimir Putin: Thank you very much dear Madam Federal Chancellor, Mr Teltschik, ladies 
and gentlemen! 
I am truly grateful to be invited to such a representative conference that has assembled 
politicians, military officials, entrepreneurs and experts from more than 40 nations. 
This conference’s structure allows me to avoid excessive politeness and the need to speak 
in roundabout, pleasant but empty diplomatic terms. This conference’s format will allow me 
to say what I really think about international security problems. And if my comments seem 
unduly polemical, pointed or inexact to our colleagues, then I would ask you not to get angry 
with me. After all, this is only a conference. And I hope that after the first two or three 
minutes of my speech Mr Teltschik will not turn on the red light over there. 
Therefore. It is well known that international security comprises much more than issues 
relating to military and political stability. It involves the stability of the global economy, 
overcoming poverty, economic security and developing a dialogue between civilisations. 
This universal, indivisible character of security is expressed as the basic principle that 
―security for one is security for all‖. As Franklin D. Roosevelt said during the first few days 
that the Second World War was breaking out: ―When peace has been broken anywhere, 
the peace of all countries everywhere is in danger.‖ 
These words remain topical today. Incidentally, the theme of our conference – global crises, 
global responsibility – exemplifies this. 
Only two decades ago the world was ideologically and economically divided and it was 
the huge strategic potential of two superpowers that ensured global security. 
This global stand-off pushed the sharpest economic and social problems to the margins 
of the international community’s and the world’s agenda. And, just like any war, the Cold 
War left us with live ammunition, figuratively speaking. I am referring to ideological 
stereotypes, double standards and other typical aspects of Cold War bloc thinking. 
The unipolar world that had been proposed after the Cold War did not take place either. 
The history of humanity certainly has gone through unipolar periods and seen aspirations 
to world supremacy. And what hasn’t happened in world history? 
However, what is a unipolar world? However one might embellish this term, at the end 
of the day it refers to one type of situation, namely one centre of authority, one centre 
of force, one centre of decision-making. 
It is world in which there is one master, one sovereign. And at the end of the day this is 
pernicious not only for all those within this system, but also for the sovereign itself because it 
destroys itself from within. 
And this certainly has nothing in common with democracy. Because, as you know, democracy 
is the power of the majority in light of the interests and opinions of the minority. 
Incidentally, Russia – we – are constantly being taught about democracy. But for some reason 
those who teach us do not want to learn themselves. 
I consider that the unipolar model is not only unacceptable but also impossible in today’s 
world. And this is not only because if there was individual leadership in today’s – 
and precisely in today’s – world, then the military, political and economic resources would 
not suffice. What is even more important is that the model itself is flawed because at its basis 
there is and can be no moral foundations for modern civilisation. 
Along with this, what is happening in today’s world – and we just started to discuss this – is 
a tentative to introduce precisely this concept into international affairs, the concept 
of a unipolar world. 
And with which results? 
Unilateral and frequently illegitimate actions have not resolved any problems. Moreover, they 
have caused new human tragedies and created new centres of tension. Judge for yourselves: 
wars as well as local and regional conflicts have not diminished. Mr Teltschik mentioned this 
very gently. And no less people perish in these conflicts – even more are dying than before. 
Significantly more, significantly more! 
Today we are witnessing an almost uncontained hyper use of force – military force – 
in international relations, force that is plunging the world into an abyss of permanent 
conflicts. As a result we do not have sufficient strength to find a comprehensive solution 
to any one of these conflicts. Finding a political settlement also becomes impossible. 
We are seeing a greater and greater disdain for the basic principles of international law. 
And independent legal norms are, as a matter of fact, coming increasingly closer to one state’s 
legal system. One state and, of course, first and foremost the United States, has overstepped 
its national borders in every way. This is visible in the economic, political, cultural 
and educational policies it imposes on other nations. Well, who likes this? Who is happy 
about this? 
In international relations we increasingly see the desire to resolve a given question according 
to so-called issues of political expediency, based on the current political climate. 
And of course this is extremely dangerous. It results in the fact that no one feels safe. I want 
to emphasise this – no one feels safe! Because no one can feel that international law is like 
a stone wall that will protect them. Of course such a policy stimulates an arms race. 
The force’s dominance inevitably encourages a number of countries to acquire weapons 
of mass destruction. Moreover, significantly new threats – though they were also well-known 
before – have appeared, and today threats such as terrorism have taken on a global character. 
I am convinced that we have reached that decisive moment when we must seriously think 
about the architecture of global security. 
And we must proceed by searching for a reasonable balance between the interests of all 
participants in the international dialogue. Especially since the international landscape is so 
varied and changes so quickly – changes in light of the dynamic development in a whole 
number of countries and regions. 
Madam Federal Chancellor already mentioned this. The combined GDP measured 
in purchasing power parity of countries such as India and China is already greater than that 
of the United States. And a similar calculation with the GDP of the BRIC countries – Brazil, 
Russia, India and China – surpasses the cumulative GDP of the EU. And according to experts 
this gap will only increase in the future. 
There is no reason to doubt that the economic potential of the new centres of global economic 
growth will inevitably be converted into political influence and will strengthen multipolarity. 
In connection with this the role of multilateral diplomacy is significantly increasing. The need 
for principles such as openness, transparency and predictability in politics is uncontested 
and the use of force should be a really exceptional measure, comparable to using the death 
penalty in the judicial systems of certain states. 
However, today we are witnessing the opposite tendency, namely a situation in which 
countries that forbid the death penalty even for murderers and other, dangerous criminals are 
airily participating in military operations that are difficult to consider legitimate. 
And as a matter of fact, these conflicts are killing people – hundreds and thousands 
of civilians! 
But at the same time the question arises of whether we should be indifferent and aloof 
to various internal conflicts inside countries, to authoritarian regimes, to tyrants, 
and to the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction? As a matter of fact, this was also 
at the centre of the question that our dear colleague Mr Lieberman asked the Federal 
Chancellor. If I correctly understood your question (addressing Mr Lieberman), then of course 
it is a serious one! Can we be indifferent observers in view of what is happening? I will try 
to answer your question as well: of course not. 
But do we have the means to counter these threats? Certainly we do. It is sufficient to look 
at recent history. Did not our country have a peaceful transition to democracy? Indeed, we 
witnessed a peaceful transformation of the Soviet regime – a peaceful transformation! 
And what a regime! With what a number of weapons, including nuclear weapons! Why 
should we start bombing and shooting now at every available opportunity? Is it the case when 
without the threat of mutual destruction we do not have enough political culture, respect 
for democratic values and for the law? 
I am convinced that the only mechanism that can make decisions about using military force 
as a last resort is the Charter of the United Nations. And in connection with this, either I did 
not understand what our colleague, the Italian Defence Minister, just said or what he said was 
inexact. In any case, I understood that the use of force can only be legitimate when 
the decision is taken by NATO, the EU, or the UN. If he really does think so, then we have 
different points of view. Or I didn’t hear correctly. The use of force can only be considered 
legitimate if the decision is sanctioned by the UN. And we do not need to substitute NATO 
or the EU for the UN. When the UN will truly unite the forces of the international community 
and can really react to events in various countries, when we will leave behind this disdain 
for international law, then the situation will be able to change. Otherwise the situation will 
simply result in a dead end, and the number of serious mistakes will be multiplied. Along with 
this, it is necessary to make sure that international law have a universal character both 
in the conception and application of its norms. 
And one must not forget that democratic political actions necessarily go along with discussion 
and a laborious decision-making process. 
Dear ladies and gentlemen! 
The potential danger of the destabilisation of international relations is connected with obvious 
stagnation in the disarmament issue. 
Russia supports the renewal of dialogue on this important question. 
It is important to conserve the international legal framework relating to weapons destruction 
and therefore ensure continuity in the process of reducing nuclear weapons. 
Together with the United States of America we agreed to reduce our nuclear strategic missile 
capabilities to up to 1700–2000 nuclear warheads by 31 December 2012. Russia intends 
to strictly fulfil the obligations it has taken on. We hope that our partners will also act 
in a transparent way and will refrain from laying aside a couple of hundred superfluous 
nuclear warheads for a rainy day. And if today the new American Defence Minister declares 
that the United States will not hide these superfluous weapons in warehouse or, as one might 
say, under a pillow or under the blanket, then I suggest that we all rise and greet this 
declaration standing. It would be a very important declaration. 
Russia strictly adheres to and intends to further adhere to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons as well as the multilateral supervision regime for missile technologies. 
The principles incorporated in these documents are universal ones. 
In connection with this I would like to recall that in the 1980s the USSR and the United States 
signed an agreement on destroying a whole range of small- and medium-range missiles but 
these documents do not have a universal character. 
Today many other countries have these missiles, including the Democratic People’s Republic 
of Korea, the Republic of Korea, India, Iran, Pakistan and Israel. Many countries are working 
on these systems and plan to incorporate them as part of their weapons arsenals. And only 
the United States and Russia bear the responsibility to not create such weapons systems. 
It is obvious that in these conditions we must think about ensuring our own security. 
At the same time, it is impossible to sanction the appearance of new, destabilising high-tech 
weapons. Needless to say it refers to measures to prevent a new area of confrontation, 
especially in outer space. Star wars is no longer a fantasy – it is a reality. In the middle 
of the 1980s our American partners were already able to intercept their own satellite. 
In Russia’s opinion, the militarisation of outer space could have unpredictable consequences 
for the international community, and provoke nothing less than the beginning of a nuclear era. 
And we have come forward more than once with initiatives designed to prevent the use 
of weapons in outer space. 
Today I would like to tell you that we have prepared a project for an agreement 
on the prevention of deploying weapons in outer space. And in the near future it will be sent 
to our partners as an official proposal. Let’s work on this together. 
Plans to expand certain elements of the anti-missile defence system to Europe cannot help but 
disturb us. Who needs the next step of what would be, in this case, an inevitable arms race? 
I deeply doubt that Europeans themselves do. 
Missile weapons with a range of about five to eight thousand kilometres that really pose 
a threat to Europe do not exist in any of the so-called problem countries. And in the near 
future and prospects, this will not happen and is not even foreseeable. And any hypothetical 
launch of, for example, a North Korean rocket to American territory through western Europe 
obviously contradicts the laws of ballistics. As we say in Russia, it would be like using 
the right hand to reach the left ear. 
And here in Germany I cannot help but mention the pitiable condition of the Treaty 
on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe. 
The Adapted Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe was signed in 1999. It took 
into account a new geopolitical reality, namely the elimination of the Warsaw bloc. Seven 
years have passed and only four states have ratified this document, including the Russian 
Federation. 
NATO countries openly declared that they will not ratify this treaty, including the provisions 
on flank restrictions (on deploying a certain number of armed forces in the flank zones), until 
Russia removed its military bases from Georgia and Moldova. Our army is leaving Georgia, 
even according to an accelerated schedule. We resolved the problems we had with our 
Georgian colleagues, as everybody knows. There are still 1,500 servicemen in Moldova that 
are carrying out peacekeeping operations and protecting warehouses with ammunition left 
over from Soviet times. We constantly discuss this issue with Mr Solana and he knows our 
position. We are ready to further work in this direction. 
But what is happening at the same time? Simultaneously the so-called flexible frontline 
American bases with up to five thousand men in each. It turns out that NATO has put its 
frontline forces on our borders, and we continue to strictly fulfil the treaty obligations and do 
not react to these actions at all. 
I think it is obvious that NATO expansion does not have any relation with the modernisation 
of the Alliance itself or with ensuring security in Europe. On the contrary, it represents 
a serious provocation that reduces the level of mutual trust. And we have the right to ask: 
against whom is this expansion intended? And what happened to the assurances our western 
partners made after the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact? Where are those declarations today? 
No one even remembers them. But I will allow myself to remind this audience what was said. 
I would like to quote the speech of NATO General Secretary Mr Woerner in Brussels on 17 
May 1990. He said at the time that: ―the fact that we are ready not to place a NATO army 
outside of German territory gives the Soviet Union a firm security guarantee‖. Where are 
these guarantees? 
The stones and concrete blocks of the Berlin Wall have long been distributed as souvenirs. 
But we should not forget that the fall of the Berlin Wall was possible thanks to a historic 
choice – one that was also made by our people, the people of Russia – a choice in favour 
of democracy, freedom, openness and a sincere partnership with all the members of the big 
European family. 
And now they are trying to impose new dividing lines and walls on us – these walls may be 
virtual but they are nevertheless dividing, ones that cut through our continent. And is it 
possible that we will once again require many years and decades, as well as several 
generations of politicians, to dissemble and dismantle these new walls? 
Dear ladies and gentlemen! 
We are unequivocally in favour of strengthening the regime of non-proliferation. The present 
international legal principles allow us to develop technologies to manufacture nuclear fuel 
for peaceful purposes. And many countries with all good reasons want to create their own 
nuclear energy as a basis for their energy independence. But we also understand that these 
technologies can be quickly transformed into nuclear weapons. 
This creates serious international tensions. The situation surrounding the Iranian nuclear 
programme acts as a clear example. And if the international community does not find 
a reasonable solution for resolving this conflict of interests, the world will continue to suffer 
similar, destabilising crises because there are more threshold countries than simply Iran. We 
both know this. We are going to constantly fight against the threat of the proliferation 
of weapons of mass destruction. 
Last year Russia put forward the initiative to establish international centres for the enrichment 
of uranium. We are open to the possibility that such centres not only be created in Russia, but 
also in other countries where there is a legitimate basis for using civil nuclear energy. 
Countries that want to develop their nuclear energy could guarantee that they will receive fuel 
through direct participation in these centres. And the centres would, of course, operate under 
strict IAEA supervision. 
The latest initiatives put forward by American President George W. Bush are in conformity 
with the Russian proposals. I consider that Russia and the USA are objectively and equally 
interested in strengthening the regime of the non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction 
and their deployment. It is precisely our countries, with leading nuclear and missile 
capabilities, that must act as leaders in developing new, stricter non-proliferation measures. 
Russia is ready for such work. We are engaged in consultations with our American friends. 
In general, we should talk about establishing a whole system of political incentives 
and economic stimuli whereby it would not be in states’ interests to establish their own 
capabilities in the nuclear fuel cycle but they would still have the opportunity to develop 
nuclear energy and strengthen their energy capabilities. 
In connection with this I shall talk about international energy cooperation in more detail. 
Madam Federal Chancellor also spoke about this briefly – she mentioned, touched on this 
theme. In the energy sector Russia intends to create uniform market principles and transparent 
conditions for all. It is obvious that energy prices must be determined by the market instead 
of being the subject of political speculation, economic pressure or blackmail. 
We are open to cooperation. Foreign companies participate in all our major energy projects. 
According to different estimates, up to 26 percent of the oil extraction in Russia – and please 
think about this figure – up to 26 percent of the oil extraction in Russia is done by foreign 
capital. Try, try to find me a similar example where Russian business participates extensively 
in key economic sectors in western countries. Such examples do not exist! There are no such 
examples. 
I would also recall the parity of foreign investments in Russia and those Russia makes abroad. 
The parity is about fifteen to one. And here you have an obvious example of the openness 
and stability of the Russian economy. 
Economic security is the sector in which all must adhere to uniform principles. We are ready 
to compete fairly. 
For that reason more and more opportunities are appearing in the Russian economy. Experts 
and our western partners are objectively evaluating these changes. As such, Russia’s OECD 
sovereign credit rating improved and Russia passed from the fourth to the third group. 
And today in Munich I would like to use this occasion to thank our German colleagues 
for their help in the above decision. 
Furthermore. As you know, the process of Russia joining the WTO has reached its final 
stages. I would point out that during long, difficult talks we heard words about freedom 
of speech, free trade, and equal possibilities more than once but, for some reason, exclusively 
in reference to the Russian market. 
And there is still one more important theme that directly affects global security. Today many 
talk about the struggle against poverty. What is actually happening in this sphere? On the one 
hand, financial resources are allocated for programmes to help the world’s poorest countries – 
and at times substantial financial resources. But to be honest — and many here also know 
this – linked with the development of that same donor country’s companies. And on the other 
hand, developed countries simultaneously keep their agricultural subsidies and limit some 
countries’ access to high-tech products. 
And let’s say things as they are – one hand distributes charitable help and the other hand not 
only preserves economic backwardness but also reaps the profits thereof. The increasing 
social tension in depressed regions inevitably results in the growth of radicalism, extremism, 
feeds terrorism and local conflicts. And if all this happens in, shall we say, a region such 
as the Middle East where there is increasingly the sense that the world at large is unfair, then 
there is the risk of global destabilisation. 
It is obvious that the world’s leading countries should see this threat. And that they should 
therefore build a more democratic, fairer system of global economic relations, a system that 
would give everyone the chance and the possibility to develop. 
Dear ladies and gentlemen, speaking at the Conference on Security Policy, it is impossible not 
to mention the activities of the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). 
As is well-known, this organisation was created to examine all – I shall emphasise this – all 
aspects of security: military, political, economic, humanitarian and, especially, the relations 
between these spheres. 
What do we see happening today? We see that this balance is clearly destroyed. People are 
trying to transform the OSCE into a vulgar instrument designed to promote the foreign policy 
interests of one or a group of countries. And this task is also being accomplished 
by the OSCE’s bureaucratic apparatus which is absolutely not connected with the state 
founders in any way. Decision-making procedures and the involvement of so-called non-
governmental organisations are tailored for this task. These organisations are formally 
independent but they are purposefully financed and therefore under control. 
According to the founding documents, in the humanitarian sphere the OSCE is designed 
to assist country members in observing international human rights norms at their request. This 
is an important task. We support this. But this does not mean interfering in the internal affairs 
of other countries, and especially not imposing a regime that determines how these states 
should live and develop. 
It is obvious that such interference does not promote the development of democratic states 
at all. On the contrary, it makes them dependent and, as a consequence, politically 
and economically unstable. 
We expect that the OSCE be guided by its primary tasks and build relations with sovereign 
states based on respect, trust and transparency. 
Dear ladies and gentlemen! 
In conclusion I would like to note the following. We very often – and personally, I very 
often – hear appeals by our partners, including our European partners, to the effect that Russia 
should play an increasingly active role in world affairs. 
In connection with this I would allow myself to make one small remark. It is hardly necessary 
to incite us to do so. Russia is a country with a history that spans more than a thousand years 
and has practically always used the privilege to carry out an independent foreign policy. 
We are not going to change this tradition today. At the same time, we are well aware of how 
the world has changed and we have a realistic sense of our own opportunities and potential. 
And of course we would like to interact with responsible and independent partners with whom 
we could work together in constructing a fair and democratic world order that would ensure 
security and prosperity not only for a select few, but for all. 
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"I have a difficult time explaining that speech. It doesn't accord with either the world 
as we see it nor with the character of our interactions with the Russians." 
-- Condoleezza Rice, Feb. 15 
Ten days have passed since the Russian president, Vladimir Putin, made a speech in 
Munich accusing the United States of plunging the planet into "an abyss of permanent 
conflicts," of deliberately encouraging the spread of weapons of mass destruction, and 
(this from a country that regularly blackmails and manipulates its neighbors) of having 
"overstepped its national borders in every way." During that time, the American 
secretary of state -- quoted above -- has not been alone in expressing surprise. With 
varying degrees of shock, commentators and politicians have speculated about the 
significance of Putin's "new" language, wondering whether it means Russia's road to 
democracy has reached a fork, whether Putin was really speaking to his domestic 
audience or whether the speech heralded some kind of policy change. 
 
In fact, the only thing continually surprising about President Putin is the surprise 
itself. For we have long known a great deal about Putin, about his biography -- his 
time as a KGB officer in East Germany, his years in the government of St. Petersburg 
-- and about his personal philosophy, too. We have long known, for example, that he 
is a great admirer of Yuri Andropov, the former Soviet leader best remembered for his 
belief that "order and discipline," as defined by the KGB, would revive the weakened 
Soviet Union of the 1980s. Way back in 1999, Putin went so far as to dedicate a 
plaque to Andropov in a corner of the Lubyanka, once the headquarters of the KGB as 
well as its most notorious political prison. 
Since then, Putin has not ceased emulating many of the methods of the Andropov-era 
KGB, including its paranoid suspicion of America. He continues to treat all Western 
organizations in Russia, whatever their purpose, as "spies and diversionaries." He has 
used Russian television -- all state-owned or state-influenced -- to portray the recent 
mysterious deaths of his critics, including one by polonium poisoning, as part of a 
nefarious Western plot to discredit his government. In the wake of the 2004 Beslan 
school massacre, he hinted that American support for Chechen terrorists was to blame. 
I myself have heard that claim repeated in Moscow more than once. 
Nevertheless, we were surprised, are surprised and apparently always will be surprised 
by Putin, just as we were surprised by Yeltsin before him and Gorbachev before that. 
Despite Putin's background and his well-known views, President Bush from the 
beginning of his term treated Putin the way all American presidents treat all Russian 
leaders: as America's new best friends. Bush, infamously, looked deep into Putin's 
eyes, found him to be " straightforward and trustworthy" and invited him to his ranch. 
Not so many years earlier, when President Boris Yeltsin was up for reelection, 
President Bill Clinton told his main Soviet adviser, Strobe Talbott, that "I want this 
guy to win so bad it hurts." Never mind that inside Russia, Yeltsin was already 
associated with massive theft and economic chaos, or that his regime was perceived 
internally as corrupt and nepotistic: The American president went out of his way to 
visit Moscow during the campaign, just to make sure Yeltsin won. 
It is, if you think about it, an odd phenomenon. After all, American presidents 
generally don't campaign on behalf of their French counterparts or look deep into the 
eyes of German chancellors in order to divine their true natures. While at times very 
friendly, neither Clinton nor Bush seems to have felt a mystical connection to British 
Prime Minister Tony Blair. 
Yet Russian politicians still seem to make American politicians grow starry-eyed and 
lose their bearings. Perhaps it's a secret longing for the glamour of those Cold War 
summits, for the days when it seemed as if the personal relations between superpower 
statesmen could ward off the destruction of the entire planet. Or perhaps they put 
something in the vodka -- sorry, mineral water -- at those elegant Kremlin lunches. 
Either way, it's time to kick the habit. True, it is perfectly possible that whoever leads 
Russia after Putin steps down ( if Putin steps down) will be a nicer, friendlier person. 
It is perfectly possible that we will find areas of cooperation with him, just as we 
sometimes do with Putin. But however friendly and cooperative, however much a 
"democrat" he appears to be, I hope we'll avoid the instant professions of eternal 
friendship. At the very least, we'll avoid being unpleasantly surprised, yet again, if 
things turn out otherwise. 
applebaumanne@yahoo.com 
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 Putin says U.S. 
wants to dominate 
world 
 
Russian president Vladimir Putin awaits the official start of the 
43rd Conference on Security Policy at the Bayerischer Hof hotel 
in Munich, February 10, 2007. REUTERS/Alexandra Beier 
  
  
  
  
By Louis Charbonneau | MUNICH, GERMANY 
Russian President Vladimir Putin, in one of 
his harshest attacks on the United States 
in seven years in power, accused 
Washington on Saturday of attempting to 
force its will on the world. 
The White House said it was "surprised 
and disappointed" by Putin's accusations 
but added Washington expected to 
continue to work with Moscow in areas 
such as counter-terrorism and reducing the 
spread and threat of weapons of mass 
destruction. 
In a speech in Germany, which one U.S. 
senator said smacked of Cold War 
rhetoric, Putin accused the United States 
of making the world a more dangerous 
place by pursuing policies aimed at making 
it "one single master". 
Attacking the concept of a "unipolar" world 
in which the United States was the sole 
superpower, he said: "What is a unipolar 
world? No matter how we beautify this 
term it means one single center of power, 
one single center of force and one single 
master." 
"It has nothing in common with democracy 
because that is the opinion of the majority 
taking into account the minority opinion," 
he told the gathering of top security and 
defense officials. 
"People are always teaching us democracy 
but the people who teach us democracy 
don't want to learn it themselves." 
Gordon Johndroe, press secretary for the 
White House National Security Council, 
rejected Putin's comments. 
"We are surprised and disappointed with 
President Putin's comments. His 
accusations are wrong," Johndroe said. 
"We expect to continue cooperation with 
Russia in areas important to the 
international community such as counter-
terrorism and reducing the spread and 
threat of weapons of mass destruction," he 
added. 
INCREASING TENSIONS 
The Kremlin has for several weeks been 
dropping hints that Putin, who steps down 
next year after two terms in power, was 
preparing a major foreign policy speech 
that would point the way for his successor. 
Its delivery at the prestigious annual 
Munich meeting on security was clearly 
aimed at attracting maximum attention. 
"The message I got from his speech was 
that Putin wants Russia to have the same 
position in the world as the former Soviet 
Union," a senior European official told 
Reuters. 
Putin spoke against a background of 
increasing Russian agitation over U.S. 
policy on Iraq, and on the Iran and North 
Korea nuclear issues, as well as growing 
self-confidence as an emerging energy 
superpower. 
U.S. plans to deploy parts of an anti-
missile defense system in Poland and the 
Czech Republic have become a fresh 
irritant in U.S.-Russian relations. 
Washington says the system is needed for 
defense against rockets launched by Iran 
and North Korea -- an argument rejected 
by Moscow. 
Russian Defense Minister Sergei Ivanov, 
who has been extremely critical of the U.S. 
anti-missile system, will address the 
conference on Sunday. 
Putin said the United States had 
repeatedly overstepped its national 
borders in questions of international 
security, a policy that he said had made 
the world less, not more, safe. 
"Unilateral actions have not resolved 
conflicts but have made them worse," 
Putin said, adding that force should only 
be used when backed by the UN Security 
Council. 
RELATED COVERAGE 
 U.S. says "disappointed" by Putin criticism 
"This is very dangerous. Nobody feels 
secure any more because nobody can 
hide behind international law," he said. 
"ARMS RACE" 
Putin also said the increased use of force 
was "causing an arms race with the desire 
of countries to get nuclear weapons". He 
did not name the countries. 
Putin mentioned no specific conflicts. But 
he has been very critical of the U.S.-led 
invasion of Iraq in 2003, where U.S. 
soldiers are still struggling to crush an 
insurgency. 
New Defense Secretary Robert Gates, the 
top American official at the conference, 
said Putin's comments were "interesting, 
very forthright". 
U.S. Senator Joseph Lieberman said the 
speech was provocative and marked by 
"rhetoric that sounded more like the Cold 
War". 
NATO Secretary-General Jaap de Hoop 
Scheffer said he was disappointed by 
Putin's statement that alliance 
enlargement was "a serious factor 
provoking reduced mutual trust". 
"I see a disconnection between NATO's 
partnership with Russia as it has 
developed and Putin's speech," he said. 
Kremlin spokesman Dmitry Peskov, 
however, denied the Russian president 
was trying to provoke Washington. "This is 
not about confrontation. It's an invitation to 
think," he told reporters. 
(Additional reporting by Madeline 
Chambers, Mark John, Kristin Roberts in 
Munich and Caren Bohan in Washington) 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nine years after Russian President Vladimir Putin warned the world against irresponsible US policies 
spreading instability and threats of new wars around the world, those dangers today are greater than 
ever, US analysts told Sputnik. 
 
WASHINGTON (Sputnik) — "I read the 2007 speech when [Putin] first delivered it and pretty much 
agreed with everything he had to say. Now the US/NATO confrontation against Russia has become 
even worse and more dangerous," University of Illinois Professor of International Law Francis Boyle 
said. In his 2007 speech at the Munich Security Conference, Putin accused the United States 
of provoking a new nuclear arms race, expanding NATO in Europe and making the Middle East more 
unstable. Putin also said that Washington ignored the United Nations and relied on the unilateral use 
of force. All these problems had become much worse since then, Boyle pointed out. "With the 
deployment of NATO troops right up to the border of Russia for the first time, we are on the verge of a 
reverse Cuban missile crisis. And with both countries bombing in Syria, anything could go wrong there 
too," he warned. Current growing tensions across the Middle East and throughout Eastern Europe 
generated by destabilizing US policies had already created conditions alarmingly similar to those 
in 1914 and 1939, Boyle observed, at the outbreak of the two world wars. The Obama administration, 
like that of President George W. Bush, appeared determined to assert close US control over the 
countries sitting on the main hydrocarbon resources of the world in the Middle East and Central Asia, 
Boyle also noted. "The Bush and Obama administrations have already targeted the remaining 
hydrocarbon reserves of Africa, Latin America and Southeast Asia for further conquest or domination, 
together with the strategic choke-points at sea and on land required for their transportation," he 
stated. This would give Washington control and domination of two-thirds of the world’s hydrocarbon 
resources and direct control of the fundamental energizer of the global economic system — oil and 
gas, Boyle continued. "The factual circumstances surrounding the outbreaks of both the First World 
War and the Second World War currently hover like twin Swords of Damocles over the heads of all 
humanity," he concluded. US historian and political commentator Patrick Smyth agreed that Putin’s 
2007 speech had been confirmed by many developments of the past nine years. "Putin… is 
undeniably superior as a statesman next to almost all his contemporaries. He chooses his ground 
well. The Munich conference was an excellent venue at which to challenge the Americans and NATO 
as to the European deployments and the Middle East crisis," he said. Smyth praised Putin’s grasp 
of history — "which is the last thing American leaders want to cultivate in their citizenry" — and his 
ability to express fundamental international issues clearly and directly, as he did in his Munich 
speech. Francis Boyle is a professor of international law and veteran author, historian and human 
rights advocate. He has sat on the board of Amnesty International and criticized it for having its 
policies influenced by the US government. Boyle’s books include "The Criminality of Nuclear 
deterrence" (2013), "Destroying Libya and World Order" (2013) and "World Politics and International 
Law" (2012). Patrick Smyth is a US historian and analyst. He writes on foreign affairs for salon.com 
and his books include "Time No Longer: Americans After the American Century" (2013) and 
"Somebody Else’s Century: East and West in a Post-Western World" (2010). 
 
Read more: https://sputniknews.com/analysis/20160212/1034619188/putin-warnings-coming-
true.html 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOSCOW. (RIA Novosti political commentator Boris Kaimakov) - Vladimir Putin's speech in 
Munich has provoked a debate in Russia on the state of the country's army. 
 
There is no reason to simply reduce his speech to Moscow's complaints against Washington 
for not observing the letter and spirit of agreements on curbing the arms race. Experts in 
Russia are analyzing how solid Moscow's arguments are for preventing a new arms race. In 
his capacity as first deputy prime minister, former Defense Minister Sergei Ivanov will concern 
himself, among other things, with upgrading Russia's defense shield. Whatever is said about 
new Defense Minister Anatoly Serdyukov, who has more experience with money than with the 
army, he may do well at handling the budget. Russian military expert Ruslan Pukhov believes 
that the Russian defense budget is not spent wisely. In the last four years it has grown by 
almost four times to reach $31 billion. One third of this sum has disappeared without a trace. 
Serdyukov will have a difficult task maintaining Russia's defense capability at a proper level in 
the face of the U.S.'s wild military expenditures. Even the Pentagon's new director has spoken 
about his country's "ballooning" defense budget. During its time in office, the Bush 
administration has doubled military expenditures, which will reach $620 billion this year. The 
Russian president did not go to Munich to shock his audience. He was equipped with facts, 
one of which was that the U.S. has not had such a huge defense budget since the Korean War. 
Moscow knows that the U.S. is currently at war in Iraq and on the verge of invading Iran. But in 
any case, the Pentagon has enough money to rapidly improve its military hardware. Russian 
generals are asking the Kremlin questions that not only demand political answers, but also 
imply their unequivocal assessment of the army's military and technical condition in the face 
of the American challenge. Now that arms control treaties are falling to pieces, Russian 
analysts say that the U.S.'s arms buildup is becoming dangerous and making Russia 
vulnerable. They are writing about the U.S.'s capability to destroy tanks without combat 
contact. Radars can barely detect American Stealth aircraft. But Russian experts are primarily 
concerned about the modernization of U.S. ballistic missiles because it casts doubt upon 
Russia's capacity to retaliate. Sergei Ivanov is proud of his country's ground-based Topol-Ms 
and submarine-based Bulavas, but experts do not consider these missiles 100% failsafe. In the 
past few years Bulava tests have left much to be desired, and the army has received only 50 
Topol-Ms out of the planned 200. Maybe, if the world situation were different, the Kremlin 
would not be showing such a touchy reaction to the placement of 10 missiles in Polish silos, 
or the deployment of an ABM system in the Czech Republic. Bush would probably be able to 
convince Putin that these systems will serve as protection against rogue states and the 
growing threat posed by the Middle East. But when it comes to a strategic issue of national 
security, Russia can only perceive these steps in the vicinity of its borders as posing a threat 
to itself. Regardless of their friendship, Putin and Bush are bound to heed what their top 
generals say about a change in the strategic situation. The Munich speech bears this out. It 
calls for a calm discussion, not the start of a new cold war. Opinions expressed in this article 
do not necessarily coincide with those of the editorial board. 
 
A BREEZE OF COLD WAR 
 Vladimir Putin in Munich (2007): "The US has 
overstepped its national borders in almost all spheres" (Photo: MSC / Mörk). 
Vladimir Putin's inflammatory speech terrifies the audience at the Munich Security Conference 2007. 
  
By Oliver Rolofs 
  
The audience at the Munich Security Conference 2007 was most eager to hear the speech of Russian 
President Vladimir Putin. However, hardly any of the conference participants expected that Mr. Putin's fiery 
speech would stir up the conference venue at the "Hotel Bayerischer Hof" the way they did. In a dramatic 
way, he vigorously warned the audience against the United States' global supremacy, declared the eastward 
expansion of NATO a provocation and threatened that Russia had weapons on hand that could neutralise the 
anti-missile defence shield planned to be installed by the US in Eastern Europe. 
  
Prior to his speech, the senior politicians from the fields of foreign affairs and defence were still 
cheerful. However, the following remark made by Mr. Putin, who participated for the first time in 
the Munich Security Conference, made them sit up and take notice: Mr. Putin said he hoped that 
Mr. Teltschik, then-Chairman of the Munich Security Conference, would not turn off the 
microphone during his speech. He announced that he was going to make clear his real position on 
international security challenges without any "diplomatic inhibitions." Shortly after, he started his 
almost 20-minute speech on "the Russian role in international politics". He came to the point 
immediately. The casual ambiance in the conference hall noticeably cooled down when Mr. Putin 
launched a rhetoric attack from the very beginning of his speech. The faces of the American 
delegates in the front row started to freeze soon. They already expected to be hearing harsh 
words in the next few minutes. The overall criticism voiced by Mr. Putin about the status of the 
international system was directly aimed at them. Mr. Putin criticized the United States' 
monopolistic status quo seeking "global predominance through a system which had nothing in 
common with democracy." He continued by telling the conference participants that everybody in 
the Western world was keen to teach Russia about democracy, however, the Westerners did not 
want to learn themselves. 
  
Massive criticism raised against the US 
  
Mr. Putin continued by criticising that the end of the Cold War had produced by far more casualties and 
armed conflicts than ever before. In his opinion the attempt to resolve problems by unilateral action caused 
human tragedies. "We are witnessing an almost uncontained hyper-use of military force in international 
relations." According to Mr. Putin, this force caused disdain for the basic principles of international law and 
stimulated a new arms race in the world. Stunned, the conference participants stared at the podium. Putin 
continued: "The US has overstepped its national borders in almost all spheres." He asked - "Who could be 
pleased with this?" - and added that "nobody can feel secure" in this political landscape. 
  
Warning against US anti-missile shield and expansion of NATO to the East 
  
Mr. Putin went on attacking the Western world. According to Mr. Putin, US plans to deploy an anti-missile 
defence shield in Eastern Europe equalled an arms race not beneficial for Europe. He could not see the 
benefits of such a defence capability, as it would remain ineffective against Russia anyway. Mr. Putin 
pointed out: "We have weapons on hand which can neutralize this shield." In the subsequent round of 
discussions, Mr. Putin stated on the dispute about the US anti-missile defence shield that the Charter of the 
United Nations would, ultimately, also give Russia the inherent right to defend itself in the case of an 
escalation of the situation. 
  
In addition, the Russian President massively criticized the expansion of NATO to the East. In his speech, he 
ask countries to keep NATO's promise not to deploy troops to East Germany. With reference to the call for 
NATO membership of former Warsaw Pact countries, he directly addressed the conference audience by 
asking: "And where is this guarantee now?" The President explicitly warned the audience that NATO's 
continued pursuit of expansion to the East was apt to "provoke" his country and lower mutual confidence. 
"New dividing lines and walls are intended to be imposed on us, which, again, will cut through the 
continent." 
  
Announcement of a Russian comeback? 
 
  
Notwithstanding the traditional open dialogue practices at the Munich Security Conference - such an open-
mindedness was demonstrated on rare occasions only by politicians in Munich. The Russian President must 
have even terrified those participants who, since the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, had longed for a 
long time for a response by Russia to its humiliating role of a declining world power. Now, this response 
had been given. A breeze of Cold War was in the air through the Hotel Bayerischer Hof for the rest of the 
conference day. The alerting call by Moscow was aimed at demonstrating the more important role of Russia 
on the global stage and supposed to be a warning to other countries not to make unilateral, go-it-alone 
approaches in international relations. Mr. Putin successfully achieved this aim. Did, however, everybody 
understand his warning? While some sceptical security strategists predicted a noticeable rupture in the 
relationship between NATO and Russia and “the beginning of a new Cold War,” US Secretary of Defence 
Robert Gates, among others, refuted such assumptions the next day. He tried to alleviate confrontations 
through humour. "Former spies usually come straight to the point. However, one Cold War was enough," 
Mr. Gates stated. He underlined the fact that they all shared many common problems and challenges which 
had to be tackled in a spirit of partnership together with other countries including Russia. This seemed to be 
rather a helpless appeal. Mr. Gates did not seriously take up Mr. Putin's speech. However, in summer 2008, 
at the latest, the harsh words spoken by the Russian President were remembered - when, in the wake of the 
Caucasus crisis, Russia, which had grown stronger through the global boom in energy, became a driving 
force in bringing about the decisive turning point in the relationship with the Western world. Those who had 
voiced scepticism in 2007 turned out to be right in some way. One year after Mr. Putin had delivered his 
speech at the Munich Security Conference, Russia once again issued an indirect warning against go-it-alone 
foreign policy approaches, this time in more conciliatory tones. The First Deputy Prime Minister of the 
Russian Federation, Sergej Ivanov, stated on the forthcoming independence of Kosovo: "A unilateral 
declaration of independence will open Pandora's box in the Caucasus." The speech delivered by Mr. Putin in 
2007 was not only a liberation strike launched by Russia, but also the harbinger of a serious crisis in 
Russian-Western relations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Putin's speech: Back to cold war? 
By Rob Watson  
BBC defence and security correspondent, Munich 
 
The Munich security 
conference was born in the 
1960s - the height of the 
Cold War. Forty years on, 
there has been talk of a 
new chill. 
Given the tone and content of 
Russian President Vladimir 
Putin's address to the 
gathered defence ministers, 
parliamentarians and pundits, 
it is not, perhaps, hard to see 
why. 
Warming quickly to his task 
after only the briefest of 
greetings, President Putin 
accused the US of 
establishing, or trying to establish, a "uni-polar" world. 
"What is a uni-polar world? No matter how we beautify this 
term, it means one single centre of power, one single centre 
of force and one single master," he said. 
'Formula for disaster' 
President Putin continued in a similar vein for some time. 
"The United States has 
overstepped its borders in all 
spheres - economic, political 
and humanitarian, and has 
imposed itself on other 
states," he said. 
It was a formula that, he said, had led to disaster: "Local and 
regional wars did not get fewer, the number of people who 
died did not get less but increased. We see no kind of 
restraint - a hyper-inflated use of force." 
The US has gone "from one conflict to another without 
achieving a fully-fledged solution to any of them", Mr Putin 
said. 
With the new US Defence Secretary Robert Gates and several 
US congressmen sitting in the audience, he called for the 
reconsideration of the whole existing architecture of global 
security. 
 
Mr Putin said the US "has overstepped its borders" 
 
 In today's multi-polar world, there 
is no place for needless 
confrontation  
 
US Senator John McCain 
  
'Disappointing' speech 
But he did not win over his audience. 
Several delegates did not like his rather brusque brushing off 
of questions about Russia's own commitment to democracy 
and his defence of Moscow's decision to sell an air-defence 
system to Iran. 
Nato Secretary General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer described 
President Putin's speech as "disappointing and not helpful". 
And there was similar reaction from the president of Estonia 
and others. 
But it was left to US Republican senator and presidential 
hopeful John McCain to lead the retort. 
Today's world, he said sternly, was not uni-polar, adding that 
it was an autocratic Russia that needed to change its 
behaviour. 
"Moscow must understand that it cannot enjoy a genuine 
partnership with the West so long as its actions at home and 
abroad conflict so fundamentally with the core values of Euro-
Atlantic democracies," he said. 
"In today's multi-polar world, there is no place for needless 
confrontation, and I would hope that Russian leaders 
understand this truth," Senator McCain said. 
Spotlight on Moscow 
Afterwards in the corridors there were dark mutterings by 
some about a new Cold War. 
Others were less gloomy, dismissing President Putin's 
performance as one of Russia's periodic bouts of letting off 
steam at its diminished world status. 
But it has made an impression. 
For the last few years, as one observer suggested, it was the 
former US Defence Secretary, Donald Rumsfeld, who was the 
man everybody loved to hate at this conference. 
President Putin's performance has single-handedly switched 
the spotlight from the US to Russia.  
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Vladimir V. Putin gave a blunt address on American power to a security conference 
in Munich Saturday.CreditTimm Schamberger/Agence France-Presse — Getty 
Images 
MUNICH, Feb. 10 — President Vladimir V. Putin of Russia accused the 
United States on Saturday of provoking a new nuclear arms race by 
developing ballistic missile defenses, undermining international 
institutions and making the Middle East more unstable through its clumsy 
handling of the Iraq war. 
In an address to an international security conference, Mr. Putin dropped 
all diplomatic gloss to recite a long list of complaints about American 
domination of global affairs, including many of the themes that have 
strained relations between the Kremlin and the United States during his 
seven-year administration. 
Among them were the expansion of NATO into the Baltics and the 
perception in Russia that the West has supported groups that have toppled 
other governments in Moscow‟s former sphere of influence. 
“The process of NATO expansion has nothing to do with modernization of 
the alliance,” Mr. Putin said. “We have the right to ask, „Against whom is 
this expansion directed?‟ ” 
He said the United States had turned the Organization for Security and 
Cooperation in Europe, which sends monitors to elections in the former 
Soviet sphere, “into a vulgar instrument of ensuring the foreign policy 
interests of one country.” 
The comments were the sternest yet from Mr. Putin, who has long bristled 
over criticism from the United States and its European allies as he and his 
cadre of former Soviet intelligence officials have consolidated their hold 
on Russia‟s government, energy reserves and arms-manufacturing and 
trading complexes. 
Rubble from the Berlin Wall was “hauled away as souvenirs” to countries 
that praise openness and personal freedom, he said, but “now there are 
attempts to impose new dividing lines and rules, maybe virtual, but still 
dividing our mutual continent.” 
Continue reading the main story 
The world, he said, is now unipolar: “One single center of power. One 
single center of force. One single center of decision making. This is the 
world of one master, one sovereign.” 
With the German chancellor, Angela Merkel, the American defense 
secretary, Robert M. Gates, and a Congressional delegation sitting stone-
faced, Mr. Putin warned that the power amassed by any nation that 
assumes this ultimate global role “destroys it from within. 
“It has nothing in common with democracy, of course,” he added. “Today 
we are witnessing an almost uncontained hyper use of force in 
international relations — military force.” 
“Primarily the United States has overstepped its national borders, and in 
every area,” said Mr. Putin, who increasingly has tried to re-establish 
Russia‟s once broad Soviet-era influence, using Russia‟s natural resources 
as leverage and defending nations at odds with the United States, 
including Iran. 
American military actions, which he termed “unilateral” and “illegitimate,” 
also “have not been able to resolve any matters at all,” and, he said, have 
created only more instability and danger. 
“They bring us to the abyss of one conflict after another,” he said. 
“Political solutions are becoming impossible.” 
The comments irritated some European leaders and prompted sharp 
criticism from the Americans in attendance. Senator John McCain, the 
Arizona Republican widely expected to make a bid for the White House, 
made a rebuttal that began, “In today‟s multipolar world, there is no place 
for needless confrontation.” He said that the United States won the cold 
war in partnership with powerful nations of Western Europe, and that 
“there are power centers on every continent today.” 
Mr. McCain then hit back at Mr. Putin more directly. “Will Russia‟s 
autocratic turn become more pronounced, its foreign policy more opposed 
to the principles of the Western democracies and its energy policy used as 
a tool of intimidation?” he asked. “Moscow must understand that it cannot 
enjoy a genuine partnership with the West so long as its actions, at home 
and abroad, conflict fundamentally with the core values of the Euro-
Atlantic democracies.” 
In Washington, Gordon D. Johndroe, a White House spokesman, said in a 
statement: “We are surprised and disappointed with President Putin‟s 
comments. His accusations are wrong. We expect to continue cooperation 
with Russia in areas important to the international community such as 
counterterrorism and reducing the spread and threat of weapons of mass 
destruction.” 
Russia has also faced criticism from the United States and other Western 
countries that believe it has used energy reserves and transport pipelines 
to reward friendly countries and to punish those seeking to distance 
themselves from Kremlin control. Some analysts saw the tone of the 
speech as evidence of how much oil and mineral revenues have 
strengthened Mr. Putin. 
The occasion of the speech was the 43rd Munich Conference on Security 
Policy — an event begun deep in the cold war, when Germany was divided 
and hundreds of thousands of American troops were stationed in Western 
Europe as a bulwark against Warsaw Pact forces. 
Mr. Putin began with an apology for the tough talk to come. But during a 
lively question and answer period full of challenges and rebukes, the 
Russian president indicated that he relished provoking the international 
audience of legislators, government leaders, political analysts and human 
rights advocates. 
“I love it,” Mr. Putin said as he reviewed a long list of questions. He has 
long enjoyed high and durable public approval ratings at home, in part for 
standing up to the West and for pursuing an assertive foreign policy with 
former Soviet states. 
He did offer at least two significant and conciliatory statements to the 
United States. 
President Bush “is a decent man, and one can do business with him,” he 
said. From their meetings and discussions, Mr. Putin said, he has heard 
the American president say, “I assume Russia and the United States will 
never be enemies, and I agree.” 
And while Mr. Putin denied that Russia had assisted the Iranian military 
with significant arms transfers, he also criticized the government in 
Tehran for not cooperating more with the United Nations nuclear 
watchdog agency or responding to questions about its nuclear program. 
Other American lawmakers offered measured criticism afterward. “He‟s 
done more to bring Europe and the U.S. together than any single event in 
the last several years,” said Senator Lindsey Graham, Republican of South 
Carolina. 
Senator Joseph I. Lieberman, an independent from Connecticut, described 
the speech as “confrontational,” saying, “some of the rhetoric takes us 
back to the cold war.” 
Iran‟s top nuclear official, Ali Larijani, listened impassively from the back 
of the room. His attendance had become a sideshow in itself. After 
accepting an invitation to speak Sunday, he canceled, citing health 
reasons, after a tense meeting with the International Atomic Energy 
Agency in Vienna that concluded with a decision to freeze technical 
cooperation projects. 
Mr. Putin joked that he worried the United States was “hiding extra 
warheads under the pillow” despite its treaties with Moscow to reduce 
strategic nuclear stockpiles. And he indicated obliquely that the new 
Russian ballistic missile, known as the Topol-M, was being developed at 
least in part in response to American efforts to field missile defenses. 
He expressed alarm that an effective antimissile shield over the United 
States would upset a system of mutual fear that kept the nuclear peace 
throughout the cold war. “That means the balance will be upset, 
completely upset,” he said. 
Addressing tensions between Europe and Russia over energy exports, Mr. 
Putin said 26 percent of Russian oil was extracted by foreign companies. 
While Russia is open to outside investment, he said, it has found its 
businessmen blocked from deals abroad. 
The Kremlin has been criticized for attempting to impose registration and 
taxation laws that could restrict the work of foreign nongovernmental 
organizations with offices in Russia to aid democratization. 
But Mr. Putin said his concerns about the work grew from the fact that 
they “are used as channels for funding, and those funds are provided by 
governments of other countries.” That flow of foreign money to assist 
opposition Russian political organizations, he said, is “hidden from our 
society. 
“What is democratic about this?” he asked. “This is not about democracy. 
This is about one country influencing another.” 
Mrs. Merkel, in her opening speech, struck a far more diplomatic tone 
than Mr. Putin, though she alluded to the tensions between Europe and 
Russia over energy shipments and the independence of Kosovo. 
Addressing herself to Mr. Putin, who was sitting in the front row, Mrs. 
Merkel said, “In my talks with you, I have sensed that Russia is going to be 
a reliable and predictable partner.” But she added, “We need to speak 
frankly with each other.” 
Mrs. Merkel had previously criticized in sharp terms Russia‟s recent 
shutdown of oil shipments to Belarus, which followed a dispute over 
natural gas prices. She is pressing Russia to sign a charter with the 
European Union on energy, which Moscow has resisted. 
Mrs. Merkel alluded to another potential confrontation between Europe 
and Russia. The United Nations is weighing a proposal that would put 
Kosovo on the path to independence from Serbia, which Russia opposes 
because it fears that such a move could upset its own turbulent relations 
with ethnic groups in the Caucasus. Russia has crushed one separatist-
minded people within its own borders, in Chechnya, but supports two 
breakaway regions in Georgia: Abkhazia and South Ossetia. 
“We‟re going to come to the stage where we have to decide: does Serbia, 
does Kosovo want to move in the European direction?” Mrs. Merkel asked. 
“If that‟s the route they choose, both will have to make compromises. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



